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Abstract 
 
The education sector in Australia has proven both a beneficiary of documentary practice as well 
as a valuable ancillary market for documentary producers and distributors. Digital distribution and access 
have contributed to unparalleled levels of choice for educators around the documentary content they 
can deploy in their teaching. However, scarce scholarly work exists on how educators are navigating this new 
abundance of digital content and to what extent this new variety and volume of documentary may be 
assisting the sustainability of the documentary sector within the attention economy. 
 
Consideration of documentary’s function within concepts of cineliteracy in media analysis will 
frame this research alongside the potential of cineliteracy to enhance outcomes for all stakeholders within 
the education market for documentary. Central outcomes of the research will include strategic industry 
analysis; impacts posed by digital innovations in distribution; and the challenges and opportunities 
facing both the documentary industry and wider education sector. Analysis of the formal and 
informal outreach work of key international film festivals, foundations and charities connecting 
documentary with education audiences will be undertaken. Findings from this analysis include best 
practice observations which may allow for improved approaches to documentary distribution, delivery and 
implementation in the Australian education sector. 
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Introduction 
 
From the outset, this research was grounded in the professional practice of the author in 
the field of documentary distribution. Approaching education as a market for documentary first 
arose from an industry perspective but quickly emerged as an under-researched field within screen 
and distribution studies. Having identified this gap in the research, my Honours thesis ‘The 
learning land grab: how the business of monetised VOD in the tertiary sector creates new 
challenges for educators, distributors and emerging student audiences’ (Elkington, 2011) was my 
first examination of this area. The following précis identifies the core themes of this research and 
the overarching reasoning supporting them. Following this précis, the research question emerging 
from these themes will be addressed before a thesis map outlining the subsequent chapters 
concludes the Introduction. The central themes of this research are then expanded upon in 
Chapter One and used to structure the argument across the thesis. 
The education market for screen content broadly, and documentary specifically, operates 
within challenging for-profit and non-profit contexts. In addition, notions of an education market 
intersecting with the education sector ensure the education market is also a highly contested and 
complex cultural space for all stakeholders. A diverse set of actors operating across screen content 
production and distribution, secondary and tertiary education institutions, teachers, librarians, not-
for-profits, charities, professional associations, industry groups, state and federal government, 
copyright advocates and collection agencies (and not least) students, all interact in this complex 
cultural space and deliver significant practical challenges concerning the distribution of audiovisual 
content to education audiences. A key consideration here is that distinct from other ancillary 
markets for screen content, the cultural complexity of education adds pedagogical relevance to 
more common audience demands around screen content such as quality, access and price. Further 
complicating notions of an education market for screen content is the growing gap between what 
educators can, and will, pay for documentary films and the significantly higher than retail 
‘educational licence pricing’ of documentary film by distributors. From the distributors perspective 
this higher pricing reflects the widespread and ongoing use of a documentary as a teaching 
resource. These higher priced licences are often but not solely purchased by educators and the 
mix of “home use” retail DVD or “home use” streaming licences with education licences makes 
the value of the education market for the documentary sector more difficult to arrive at. 
 
Documentary regularly addresses the demands of an education audience where other 
content forms may often struggle. Indeed, it has long been regarded that documentary is a 
privileged resource in education, bridging both pedagogical and audience concerns. Screen 
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industry distribution data, alongside the existence of multiple organisations and programs targeting 
documentary and education audience connections, supports this claim. This is elaborated upon in 
case studies featured in Chapters Four, Five and Six. 
Cineliteracy, the cultural and artistic valuing of film, also speaks to this required 
pedagogical relevance regarding audiovisual content. An improved understanding of the cultural 
and artistic requirements of cineliteracy represents a curatorial opportunity for the distribution 
sector to better connect with education audiences, a curatorial opportunity further underlined by 
the explosive growth of audiovisual content readily available in our digital age. Educators now 
navigate a rapidly expanding and digitally mediated amount of total screen content that 
incorporates all manner of film modes, including documentary. Despite this abundance of options, 
a huge number of which are ostensibly ‘free’, educators still pay for quality documentary content 
and their doing so forms the basis of the education market addressed by this research. 
In the Australian context, policy around educational use and remuneration of this rapid 
expansion of audiovisual content is in a state of flux. The practical and policy implications of the 
recent review by the Australian Law Reform Commission’s (ALRC) into Copyright and the Digital 
Economy tabled in Parliament in February 2014 is yet to be determined. In addition, there are 
several upcoming national copyright and IP reviews to be conducted in 2016 by the Australian 
Government. As discussed in Chapter Two, these reviews potentially impact the education market 
for screen content on both the supply and demand sides. 
On an organisational level, changes to the Copyright Act may impact copyright collection 
agencies such as Screenrights with attendant revenue implications for documentary producers and 
distributors. Despite occurring at a legislative and policy level, cineliteracy is not an abstract 
concept immune from these political and industrial decisions. Greater and more flexible use of 
quality documentary content in education may well deliver greater cineliteracy outcomes. But if the 
documentary sector is not remunerated for that use in an increasingly digitally abundant market – 
the ongoing supply of that quality content which warrants an educational price tag may be 
jeopardised. 
Further, the digitally mediated abundance of content identified above does not arrive with 
corresponding time for educators to navigate or curate this content. In the digital age, educators are 
increasingly ‘time poor’ and operate with tight budgets in what is increasingly being recognised as 
an ‘attention economy’ (Lanham 1997). As a result of shrinking budgets in this attention economy, 
trusted curators such as distributors, film festivals and film foundations are increasingly relied upon 
by educators to assist with pedagogical decision making that aligns with appropriate screen content. 
Greater acknowledgment and understanding of cineliteracy and how the cultural and artistic 
valuing of film and documentary can be enhanced, can help these curators bridge their content 
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through supporting materials into the education market.  This enhanced distribution sector 
curation should not be framed or dismissed as directive pedagogy. Supply side curation of content 
and the creation of bridging materials such as study guides also function as contextual material 
allowing educators to select and curate their own teaching and content delivery and promote the 
kind of professional independence so valued by educators. Ultimately, this supply side 
consideration of cineliteracy stands to improve documentary sector sustainability as well as more 
effectively cater to the unique pedagogical demands of education. 
Driving this thesis is the following research question: 
 
At a time of digitally mediated content abundance, how can an expanded acknowledgment of 
cineliteracy within the education market for screen content contribute to sustainability of the 
Australian documentary sector through improved distribution and educational outreach practices? 
 
Regarding the ‘sustainability’ descriptor above, could this be measured in a sector as 
diverse and varying in scale as Australian documentary? This research does not suggest that the 
education market in a current or future state can ever wholly support the sector. Quantitative 
measures of documentary sector growth via the education market would be very hard to assess. 
However, this research does suggest the education market can be better understood, better served 
and potentially grown to contribute to a greater, and more sustainable, income stream for the 
documentary production and distribution sector than it currently does. 
Chapter One provides scoping and analysis of the major themes in the precis above before 
the major research question re-emerges to frame subsequent chapters. Chapter One outlines the 
education market by identifying the numerous key stakeholders within that market and argues how 
they form a complex marketplace with many competing agendas and requirements. Cineliteracy as 
a theoretical frame is then introduced in Chapter One, preceding extensive analysis of it in 
Chapter Three. The relative paucity of scholarly analysis regarding distribution frameworks outside 
of the cinema is examined, before the remaining sections of Chapter One group and analyse 
evidence around the following two core assertions in this research. These are: that documentary 
use is well established in education; and within an Australian context, a market has developed 
which reflects significant documentary use. 
Chapter Two identifies key tensions and pressures upon that market. This begins with the 
Australian Law Reform Commission (ALRC) review of Copyright and the Digital Economy. 
Chapter Two draws not only on the quantitative data emerging from said review, but takes a 
qualitative approach to analysing the review as a ‘lighting rod’ for the screen content industries in 
drawing focus upon many industry agendas and positions. These positions are seen both in broad 
terms relating to digital challenges around copyright and more narrowly regarding the education 
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market for content in the digital economy. Analysis of the unique mix of commercial, not-for-profit 
and free access methods by which educators select screen content for their teaching, can be seen in 
the broad appeal, high quality, narrative documentary that is the focus of this research.  
The documentary ‘type’ identified in this research is the engaging, narrative documentary 
film made for and distributed through TV, cinema screens and an education market. This content 
may be practically defined as ‘broadcast documentary’. The content will have been monetised 
through production, sales and further licencing. This definition also functions for theatrical 
documentaries, as the vast majority of these also receive some form of TV broadcast as a result of 
theatrical exposure. In marked contrast to instructional, expository, presenter-led or lecture-based 
content used in an education context, the ‘broadcast documentary’ definition demarcates 
professional, industry-based productions aimed at marketization and wider distribution into 
ancillary markets such as education. 
Chapter Two then expands on the unique characteristics of the education market and 
concludes with further analysis of additional core themes of this research. The themes that 
conclude Chapter Two are that in both global and local contexts, educators currently navigate an 
unprecedented variety and volume of ‘free’ documentary content. They also simultaneously 
navigate unprecedented variety and volume of ‘paid’ documentary content. However, definitions 
of free and paid content remain contested and educators deploy fixed (or shrinking) levels of 
attention in assessing both. 
The literature review in Chapter Three groups and analyses existing scholarly work around 
the prevailing themes identified above. First, existing distribution studies literature, and the notion 
of the primacy of distribution as a mechanism of cultural exchange, are addressed. Then, existing 
scholarly analysis and data regarding distribution in the education market (and how that might be 
defined) are examined. Chapter Three includes a study of existing data that reveals the historical 
and current state of physical media (DVD) distribution in the home entertainment market and in 
education. Literature dealing with the digital distribution of audiovisual content is then scoped 
from a global perspective before narrowing to the Australian context and then narrowing further to 
the Australian education context.  
The latter half of the literature review defines documentary within this research. This 
definition is conducted with reference to the Australian education market and how ‘Griersonian’ 
notions of documentary have intrinsically been linked to the educational appeal of the form. 
Chapter Three concludes by analysing the available literature around cineliteracy, thus 
underpinning a clear definition and theoretical framing of this research. The methodological 
approach to the research, including mixed methods and case study research strategies, are 
addressed at the conclusion of Chapter Three. 
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In Chapter Four, the longstanding support and historical function of documentary in 
Australia is addressed, including educative expectations, which inform that support. The first part 
of this chapter allows for detailed analysis of the documentary and production landscape of which 
education audiences are beneficiaries This analysis is conducted by examining multiple state and 
institutional documentary stakeholders such as the National Film and Sound Archive (NFSA), The 
Australian Film Institute Distribution (AFID) service, The Film Australia Collection and Screen 
Australia. The second half of Chapter Four examines Screenrights, an organisation that is 
fundamental in connecting documentary with an Australian education market. In connecting the 
documentary sector with education audiences, this organisation oversees a crucial remunerative 
mechanism - the Screenrights licence. Screenrights innovations (EnhanceTV) are also addressed 
alongside tensions between existing exceptions in the Copyright Act administered by Screenrights 
and the contemporary use of screen content in the digital economy. Finally in Chapter Four, the 
link between cineliteracy bridging materials such as study guides and improved outcomes for the 
distribution sector are outlined. 
Chapter Five introduces the international data collection phase of this research in the form 
of three case studies on UK film foundations, charities, and organisations. Early comparison of 
Australian and UK national policies around comprehensive, well-resourced film education 
strategies meant a more rigorous, UK based data collection phase was warranted. The 
international context provided by these innovative organisations connecting film and education 
audiences is essential to provide a nuanced understanding of the Australian education and 
audiovisual content ecosystem. In order to develop a rigorous and practical system of comparison 
amongst these organisations, the theoretical lens adapted was a benchmarking for the Best 
Practices approach (Bogan and English 1994). By applying this established system from a business 
context into a policy and organisational framework suitable for film foundations, festivals and 
charities, effective comparison across these organisations was enabled. Doing this also facilitated a 
set of observations which hold relevance to the Australian context as an output of this research. 
Mainly operating in the formal (in-class) outreach space, The Film Space (née Film Education), 
The British Film Institute (BFI) and BRITDOC (including online platform DocAcademy) are all 
studied as cases in this chapter. These cases were selected after significant preliminary research to 
establish a potential case study database of exemplary organisations. 
Chapter Six unpacks the international context further with three US case studies of 
foundations, festivals and charities mainly operating in the informal (outside class) outreach space. 
The US cases are The Full Frame Documentary Film Festival, The Jacob Burns Film Center and 
The San Francisco Film Society/Festival. The largely formal (in-class) education outreach case 
studies in Chapter Five’s UK cases are delineated from the largely informal (outside class) cases in 
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the US cases of Chapter Six. In doing so, a diverse range of practices can be accounted for, 
suitably aligned and compared for consideration within an Australian context. Both US and UK 
case studies focus on active connections being developed by documentary foundations and festivals 
in an effort to increase documentary’s profile, appreciation and implementation within the 
education sphere. Fundamentally, these international case studies of festivals, foundation and 
charities are united in a  shared  commitment  to  connect  film  and  documentary  content  with 
education  audiences. 
Australian stakeholders in both documentary and the education sectors stand to benefit 
from the best practice examples from other territories addressed in Chapters Six and Seven. 
Specifically, improved practice by Australian stakeholders could be gained by adopting or 
developing some international efforts around cineliteracy ‘bridging materials’, content length and 
chapterisation, the digital extension of national audiovisual archives into education, and the 
balance around ‘provider determined vs. user determined’ audiovisual content in an education 
market.  
In recognition of these international case study findings, Chapter Seven proceeds to scan 
the existing education market landscape for film and documentary content in the Australian 
context. These Australian organisational case studies are the end point destination where the 
international best practice findings can ultimately be implemented in an Australian context. 
The mix of formal and informal case studies in Chapter Seven represent a combination of 
professional associations and documentary specific foundations (ATOM and DAF), social 
enterprise foundations (Campfire Film Foundation) and commercial entities (ClickView). 
Collectively these Australian case studies are linked by the core concerns of this research – 
significant (or exclusive) documentary focus, an engagement with education as a market for 
documentary, emerging digital extension strategies and an awareness of cineliteracy affordances 
and the role of curation in meeting the needs of the education sector. 
There is no doubt that education in Australia and across the world will undergo significant, 
technologically driven shifts in the coming decade. In the face of these enormous challenges there 
exist enormous opportunities for the effective provision and delivery of resources to support 
learning. Indeed, it is more important to get these measures right than ever before. The appetite 
for audiovisual resources enabled through digital delivery is great; the opportunity for content 
creators and the distribution sector to cater to this appetite is also great. Research is needed on 
both the supply (screen industry) and demand (education) sides if this opportunity is to be grasped. 
This opportunity, alongside the longstanding role documentary can, and continues to play in 
supporting education, is a key motivation for this research. 
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Chapter One: Market shaping through cineliteracy 
Introduction 
 
In this chapter the research is situated within the discipline of media studies before 
narrowing to the specialised model of screen studies, which has informed this research. The 
multiple stakeholders existing within the education market are identified and aligned with 
understood market dynamics. Analysis is given to how these stakeholder groups engage with 
cineliteracy, a key theoretical underpinning of this research. Once cineliteracy is contextualised 
within broader and more established notions of media literacy, the ‘point of departure’ within this 
research will then be addressed. The assumption of this underlying point of departure is that 
documentary has always been, and continues to be, a privileged resource in education. 
This chapter will go on to deliver the broad context of documentary monetisation in an 
Australian audiovisual market. It is against this broader context of documentary funding, 
distribution and revenue challenges that the education market must be assessed. Further to that, 
the ‘documentary’ scope of this research will be addressed by clearly delineating what content falls 
within and without the scope of this research. Finally, quantitative and qualitative data represented 
by sources such as Australian Law Reform Commission's (ALRC) review, ‘Copyright and the 
Digital Economy’ will be analysed to support a core contention of this research: Australian 
education audiences represent a market, which reflects significant documentary use. 
 
A distribution centred model of film studies 
 
 
Past: The film business was founded on a monopolistic idea of scarcity of content and total 
control of that content. Present: We live in the time of grand abundance of content, total access to 
content and rampant distraction from content (Hope, 2012). 
In his neat bisection of the film industry’s past/present, Ted Hope reveals several key 
concerns underpinning the production and distribution of not only feature films – but indeed all 
21st century audiovisual screen content. Questions around established media monopolies 
increasingly (often unwillingly) ceding control of their intellectual property in the context of digital 
disintermediation, grow increasingly relevant within the media analysis discipline. Situated within 
the broader scope of contemporary media analysis, this research sits squarely within an academic 
framework of screen industry analysis–specifically screen industry analysis of the education market 
for screen content within the emergent areas of Lobato’s (2012, p. 6) ‘distribution-centred model 
of film studies’. A distribution centred model of film studies must acknowledge and integrate the 
industrial contexts which produce the cultural and economic outputs scholars in this area examine. 
The following section outlines the unique industrial qualities underpinning research in the field of 
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screen content and the education market. 
The education market is both a challenging commercial environment and complex cultural 
space for all stakeholders. Distinct from other ancillary markets for creative works (such as home 
entertainment, TV, and non-theatrical screenings), the cultural complexity of education adds 
pedagogical relevance to core audience concerns of content quality, access and price. Salient 
aspects of this market are highlighted in the public advice on new education technologies issued by 
the U.S Council of Economic Advisers (2011), 
An important feature of the market for K-12 educational technology products is the large number of 
institutional purchasers, each with its own distinct curriculum and procurement process. The school 
district is the relevant decision unit for most institutional purchases. Selling an educational product to a 
school district may require substantial contact with a diverse set of actors, including state and local 
procurement officers who oversee funding streams, academic consultants who advise districts, key 
school board members, and principals and teachers in individual schools. Moreover, decisions about 
purchases often involve an extended timeline. 
                                                              (Unleashing the Power of Educational Technology 2011, p. 2) 
While this report addresses the larger and more complex education market in the US, the 
processes and necessary approvals of the identified ‘diverse set of actors’ also apply to the 
Australian context of audiovisual screen content distribution. As in the US, the Australian 
education market for this content is characterised by multiple stakeholders and extended 
timelines–as the report identifies. For the purpose of this research, it is useful to consider these 
‘diverse set[s] of actors’ segmented into the following stakeholder groups aligning with understood 
supply/demand market dynamics. 
 
• Distributor/Seller 
• Educator/Buyer 
• Students/Audience 
As players in the education market, these stakeholder groups all engage in some way with 
notions of cineliteracy – a key theoretical concern of this research. Documentary distributors who 
sell to an education market, educators who select and buy documentaries and students who view 
and engage with those documentaries ostensibly all recognise value in a greater appreciation of 
these films leading to the development of a greater, desirable ‘literacy’ in the documentary form. 
Cineliteracy as a term grew from the work of the British Film Institute (BFI) in the 1990s with the 
Film Education Working Group (1999, p. 6) defining cineliteracy as ‘a greater awareness of the 
sheer variety of ﬁlms on offer, and deeper appreciation of the richness of different types of 
cinematic experience, [which] would encourage more people to enjoy to the full this major 
element of our culture’. 
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This ‘film appreciation’ definition of cineliteracy is easily understood and a laudable, 
broadly supported goal for all stakeholders above. While a more developed understanding of the 
term is deployed in Chapter Three, this ‘film appreciation’ understanding of cineliteracy remains a 
key theoretical underpinning of this research. By conceptualising cineliteracy as fundamentally a 
‘film appreciation’ affordance, this identifies the distinct engagement and appeal of the moving 
image within education – the ‘cine’ to the ‘literacy’ needs of an education market. Of note is that 
cineliteracy framing within this research should not restrict the conceptualisation of an education 
market to those subject areas focussing strictly on film as a text and the appreciation of that text 
solely within that subject. Narrative, engaging documentaries which exemplify cineliteracy 
affordances, can, and should, be deployed across curricula, as significant use of the documentary 
Particle Fever (2013) within physics teaching, attests. The great success of this documentary in the 
education market is not a result of its educationally relevant, physics specific content (Large 
Hadron Collider) but of how that content is delivered in the form of a cineliterate and engaging 
feature documentary. Indeed, this hope for cineliteracy across curricula has been established since 
the time the BFI brought the term into more common usage, ‘The ability to analyse moving 
images, to talk about how they work, and to imagine their creative potential, drawing upon a wide 
film and television viewing experience as well as on practical skills, could be termed ‘cineliteracy’. 
Like competence in print, number or ICT cineliteracy will increasingly underpin the whole 
curriculum’ (BFI 2000). 
This positioning of cineliteracy as ‘greater awareness of the sheer variety of ﬁlms on offer, 
and deeper appreciation of the richness of different types of cinematic experience’ (Film 
Education Working Group 1999, p. 6) also underscores the opportunity for the distribution sector 
to address the BFI’s contention by curating a diverse range of quality narrative content, drama and 
documentary, to engage education audiences. A greater understanding of cineliteracy, how the 
cultural and artistic valuing of their content can be enhanced, both broadly with engaging, narrative 
screen content and specifically with documentary, can assist a wealth of curators (film festivals, film 
foundations, film charities, production & distribution sectors) bridge their content through 
supporting materials into education as outlined in the case studies in Chapters Five and Six. This 
‘supply’ side consideration of cineliteracy can improve documentary sector sustainability and better 
cater to the unique pedagogical ‘demand’ side of education. However as  the following sections 
outline, this need for curation occurs  at a time  of unprecedented, digitally mediated abundance of 
audiovisual content. The need for the education sector to navigate this overabundance of content 
in an increasingly pressurised ‘attention economy’ (Lanham 1997) serves to underscore the need 
for pedagogically robust curation through acknowledgment of contemporary media literacies such 
as cineliteracy. 
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Where and how does cineliteracy interact with these notions of contemporary media 
literacy? Can media literacy simply be conceived as a broader nomenclature under which more 
specific forms of artistic expression such as print, audio and visual texts traditionally characterised 
as ‘media’ operate? How then, as Burns (2012) suggests, do we acknowledge the ‘distinctiveness of 
the language of the moving image as a meaning-making system which is distinct from print-based 
modes, like writing, or time-based languages like music or spoken language’. A decade ago, David 
Buckingham et al. sought clarity on this matter in The media literacy of children and young 
people: A review of the research literature (2005) for Ofcom, the independent regulator for the 
UK communications industry. In 2005 Buckingham focussed on ‘television, radio, the internet 
and mobile telephony’ but beyond these specific types of media, Buckingham defined media 
literacy as ‘the ability to access, understand and create communications in a variety of contexts’. 
Here the distinction between the ‘writing’ focus of media literacy and the ‘reading’ focus of 
cineliteracy as defined in this research, becomes clearer. The need to ‘create communications’ is 
clear in Buckingham’s media literacy definition but is notable by its absence when the term rose to 
prominence through the BFI. Instead, as outlined above, the aesthetic content appreciation 
affordances of cineliteracy are writ large, ‘a greater awareness of the sheer variety of ﬁlms on offer, 
and deeper appreciation of the richness of different types of cinematic experience, [which] would 
encourage more people to enjoy to the full this major element of our culture’ (Film Education 
Working Group 1998). Cineliteracy’s focus on the reading as opposed to the writing elements of 
literacy is also underlined in later BFI cineliteracy definitions. Despite an end concession to 
‘practical skills’, the BFI’s focus is squarely on viewing and appreciation. ‘The ability to analyse 
moving images, to talk about how they work, and to imagine their creative potential, drawing upon 
a wide film and television viewing experience as well as on practical skills’ (BFI 2000). 
This focus on cineliteracy as the critical, aesthetic, cultural appreciation of feature films and 
documentaries (and the general absence of a production focus) has persisted even as cineliteracy as 
a term has given over to ‘film literacy’ in recent years. In Screening Literacy: Reflecting on Models 
of Film Education in Europe (2012), Andrew Burn identified the need to include ‘the ability to 
manipulate  its language and technical resources in creative moving image production’ to the 
European Commission’s decidedly cineliterate original definition of ‘the level of understanding of 
a film, the ability to be conscious and curious in the choice of films and the competence to 
critically watch a film and to analyse its content, cinematography and technical aspects’ (Burn 
2012). Despite the production/writing focus of media literacy and appreciation/reading skills of 
cineliteracy, Burns argues that the aims of film and media education are virtually identical. Both 
seek to foster a ‘wider literacy which incorporates broad cultural experience, aesthetic 
appreciation, critical understanding and creative production’ (Burns 2012). Ultimately it is the 
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cultural experience, the aesthetic appreciation and the critical understanding components of 
Burn’s contemporary ‘wider literacy’ which cineliteracy is most able to address. 
This section has identified key stakeholders and framed the challenging commercial 
environment and complex cultural space inherent in the education market for screen content. The 
academic framework of media analysis broadly and screen industry analysis specifically, encourage 
consideration of these characteristics as set against recent technological and regulatory 
developments. Development of a disciplinary framework to enquire into education as a market for 
audiovisual screen content is needed, as is an expanded conceptualisation of the markets for this 
content. As Carrol Harris (2012, p. 8) argues:  
What is particularly lacking is a critical framework for analysing other networks of distribution outside 
the cinema. The reluctance of film scholars to add to this initial body of work means that standard 
distribution literature is over-invested in a single point in the distribution process: exhibition 
administered by the major studios in commercial theatres.  
Data on the significant body of documentary work produced and distributed outside of 
those films funded and tracked through federal and state screen agency is also markedly absent. 
Therefore education remains a singular but little-understood point in the distribution process of 
screen content. 
Squaring documentary in education with a corresponding market 
 
The ‘point of departure’ within this research is the well-established use of documentary as a 
teaching and learning resource in education. This both confirms the intrinsic value of documentary 
for education audiences and evidences an established educational market warranting serious 
scholarly and industry analysis. This chapter addresses the two historical assumptions 
underpinning this research: 
 
• Documentary use is well established in education 
• A market has developed which reflects significant documentary use 
The following sections group together evidence to support these assumptions as 
understood through the emergent themes of this research–digital abundance, the attention 
economy, documentary as a privileged resource, and cineliteracy. 
Before expanding on each of the historical assumptions above, a brief analysis of the 
broader context of documentary monetisation in an Australian audiovisual market is warranted. 
Not unlike the Australian screen industry as a whole, the mainstream documentary sector typically 
combines state funding via Screen Australia alongside broadcaster pre-sales (largely ABC and SBS) 
with tax breaks from the Producer Offset and a small measure of private investment. 
Encompassing standalone ‘feature’ documentaries, episodic series and increasingly, short 
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documentaries for online release, the Australian documentary sector produces content for 
distribution through theatrical, TV, online and home entertainment platforms. Revenue flows back 
to the documentary sector through exploitation within these distribution channels. For certain 
narrative documentaries with high-end production values, this revenue can potentially range from 
theatrical box office receipts, TV acquisitions, DVD sales and licencing to a range of buyers from 
airlines to subscription VOD services such as Netflix. This complex ‘institutional framework’ 
supports an Australian documentary ‘community of practitioners’ (Nichols 2010) who may receive 
multiple small streams of income across a documentary’s distribution lifecycle. 
While total revenue from documentary sales is an elusive figure to calculate, Screen 
Australia does gather data on documentary production levels. This production level data can be 
employed to make inference on market demand for   documentary content: low levels of 
production would reflect a sluggish market for content and vice versa. In 2013/2014 total value of 
Australian documentary production was valued at $144 million (Screen Australia 2015). While an 
unknown portion of this documentary content would have enjoyed sales and distribution in other 
English speaking territories, a significant portion, if not the majority, would have been made for 
and ‘consumed’ by domestic audiences. Combining the separate strands of documentary activity 
by both broadcasters and independent production companies, Screen Australia figures for the 
same period cite 180 separate documentary productions comprising 428 total hours of content. 
While recent Screen Australia data has judged the share of ‘documentary’ at only 2.2% of the 
2014 Australian DVD and Blu-ray market (Screen Australia 2015), this does not account for the 
serialised documentary content included but not separated out under the 39% of DVD/Blu-ray 
sales in ‘TV Series’. While single digit percentages may not appear lucrative at first, the Australian 
Home Distributors Association (AHEDA) data for the same period (2013/2014) still values the 
Australian DVD/Blu-ray market as a near billion dollar industry ($951,330) based on GfK retail 
tracking data and AHEDA analysis. As such, documentary’s single digit market share from near 
billion dollar physical media sales, remains significant. 
While documentary may occupy a small overall portion of the physical media market, 
emerging SVOD players such as Netflix demonstrate a commitment to the form by investing 
heavily in feature documentary acquisition and original programming. Bernstein (2015) suggested 
Netflix is ‘investing $3 billion in original content focusing on issue-driven docs that drive 
international viewership’ while also citing Netflix chief content officer Ted Sarandos who 
proclaims, ‘People who have never watched a documentary in their life are watching them on 
Netflix’ (Bernstein 2015). It is likely the online space, either through transactional ‘download to 
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own’ or ‘à la carte’ subscription services such as Netflix, where the Australian documentary sector 
will see new revenue growth. As access to, and revenue from cinema screens decline for non-tent-
pole titles (such as documentaries) alongside shrinking license fees across other distribution 
windows, it is digital distribution which emerges as the hopeful site for future documentary sector 
revenues. Hope for these future online revenues lie in potential new investment in content from 
new online players (Netflix,Stan, Presto), sizeable acquisition fees for fresh content, and renewed 
license fees for catalogue titles in the much contested ‘long tail’ of digital (Anderson 2006). 
This challenge around funding for documentary is shadowed in a national context through 
the continuing evolution of the Australian International Documentary Conference (AIDC). 
Rebranded as NET-WORK-PLAY in 2015 before returning to the AIDC branding in 2016, the 
conference has increasingly embraced ‘native’ digital content. The conference website advises that 
AIDC will engage ‘with the sector’s ongoing challenges in raising finance...looking beyond 
established and traditional broadcasters to bring leading and influential players to the table, 
including international digital publishers, VOD services and content aggregators’ (AIDC 2015). 
Further evidence of AIDC’s ‘pivot’ from a focus on more traditional, standalone, feature 
documentary, is its broader 2016 focus on ‘specialised sessions on Specialist Factual, Formatted 
Series, Unscripted Entertainment, Impact Producing and Virtual Reality’ (ibid). The funding and 
distribution challenges for high quality, narrative, engaging documentary content with cineliterate 
potential for the Australian documentary sector, remain significant. As acclaimed documentarian 
Lawrence Johnston argues in relation to History Channel productions such as American Pickers, 
The documentary landscape has changed over the last ten years, and a lot of things are called 
documentary that are crappy fly on the wall observational things…All sorts of kooky subjects, and it’s 
like anything can be a documentary nowadays. I strive for a certain degree of quality that are made here 
and now, but can be watched later and they stand up; something more solid and crafted, and you’re 
meant to consider what you’re watching, rather than just placing on TV and classifying it as variety. A lot 
of television documentary that is made now, you inhale once, and that’s it. 
                                                                                                                (Johnston cited in Kornits 2016). 
It is against this broader context of documentary funding, distribution and revenue 
challenges that the education market must be assessed. Specialist documentary distributors such as 
Ronin Films have built businesses on the education market with the filmmakers they represent 
benefitting in turn. Screenrights eagerly cite independent producers such as Veronica Fury who 
rely on Screenrights education market revenues alongside larger media organisations such as SBS 
who earned more than $1M in educational royalties from their 2013 series, First Australians 
(George 2013). As such, education can be understood as another revenue ‘stream’, a trickle for 
some and a torrent for others, for screen content creators. However, for revenue to continue, the 
documentary sector must develop a more nuanced understanding of both how their content is 
deployed in education and how they can better support the distribution of and educational 
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engagement with that content. Here cineliteracy can play a crucial role. Greater awareness of 
cineliteracy from the supply side of the Australian documentary sector can only enhance, not 
inhibit, industry sustainability. Documentary sector efforts to better understand and cater to an 
appreciation of their work through bridging materials such as study guides and online supporting 
materials, increases both educational engagement with their content and revenue from educational 
use of their work. 
Even with these efforts to employ cineliteracy as a means to ‘grow the pie’; the education 
market will remain an ancillary market for most screen content producers.  Consequently, the two 
assertions made at the outset of this chapter;  
• Documentary use is well established in education; and 
• A market has developed which reflects significant documentary use, 
are further examined in the final section of this chapter. Indeed, does documentary possess a 
privileged relationship with education? Where might cineliteracy figure within that privileged 
status, and is that privilege reflected in a corresponding market? 
 
Narrative appeal and cineliteracy’s relevance to the documentary sector 
 
Nichols (2010) cites a key aspect of documentary’s unique educational appeal in arguing, 
‘documentaries stimulate epistephilia (a desire to know) in their audiences … [who] encounter 
documentaries with an expectation that their desire to know more about the world will find 
gratification’. The inherent engagement of narrative, alongside additional key elements such as  
subject matter, is a crucial component of documentary’s ability to stimulate epistephilia. In short, 
the appeal of documentary is because, not is spite of, narrative engagement with an audience. 
This research focuses on documentaries such as documentary films engaging wider 
audiences beyond a narrow education-specific niche. These are high budget, often long-form, 
essayistic documentaries with distribution across theatrical, DVD and digital realms. The wide 
appeal of such films is a direct outcome of their narrative approach. While documentary may be 
deployed in multiple ways for varying audiences, documentary producers and distributors remain 
keenly aware of the appeal of narrative with the notion of documentary maker as storyteller 
evidently acknowledged in the literature (Davenport & Murtaugh 1997; Nash 2012). These are 
films that can be viewed as entertainment while still possessing content and context relevant to 
education, particularly in relation to cineliteracy’s cultural valuing of engaging, quality content. 
Although some in the documentary industry may self-actualise around the role of advocate 
and instigator, many individual documentary makers identify as filmmakers not educators and 
primarily as storytellers not teachers. Didactic documentaries where narrative and character are 
subsumed by overt educational objectives run the risk of failing to engage an audience - either with 
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their film or the message they wish to impart. Indeed, the notion of using narrative films, the craft 
of film storytelling to ‘send a message’ has often been problematic. As Sam Goldwyn flatly stated 
when quizzed on the meaning behind his films, ‘If you want to send a message, use Western 
Union’ (cited in Wilson 1985). While it is reasonable to assume Goldwyn was considering neither 
documentary nor an ancillary education market when making this statement, both meaning and 
message remain key to the relevance of documentary in education. It is this function of 
documentary, to engage and educate that can be seen across Renov’s (1993) four modalities, 
‘record, reveal or preserve; to persuade or promote; to analyze or interrogate; and to express’. By 
considering documentary in education through the cultural and artistic valuing as represented by 
cineliteracy, the documentary this research is concerned with, becomes clear. 
Documentaries produced, distributed and utilised in an education context have potential to 
become texts of cineliteracy whether acknowledged by industry or not. Cineliteracy is focussed ‘on 
the reader’, and a quality documentary may be read/viewed within an education sphere under a 
cineliteracy framework without any deliberate positioning as such by the ‘author’ filmmaker or the 
distributor. Further, why should pedagogic notions of cineliteracy concern documentary producers 
and distributors who largely have no direct stake in education sector outcomes beyond their 
content being distributed and monetised in this space? It is reasonable to assume the broad 
documentary industry focus remains on the ‘product’ descriptor of documentary as a cultural 
product and the ‘market’ element of the education market. In short, markets are sustained through 
documentary sales to education, not through ‘cineliteracy’ sales to education. Why should the 
documentary sector concern itself with notions of cineliteracy? 
If cineliteracy as a contested term is set aside, it seems clear that many in the documentary 
sector are engaged in the educational application of their films. Indeed, an awareness of the 
curriculum and subject specific relevance of films, exemplified through the creation of bridging 
materials such as study guides, websites and other supporting materials, is a key driver for 
educational implementation and, therefore, income. Therefore, through greater engagement in the 
fundamental film appreciation affordances of cineliteracy through bridging materials, the 
documentary sector will see increased distribution and educational engagement with their work. 
Despite this acknowledgement, it should not be assumed that educators outside of English or 
Media Studies consider a cineliterate critical text analysis in addition to the inherent audiovisual 
and narrative appeal of the form. The documentary may largely be ‘fixed’ as audiovisual content, 
but it remains the purview of the individual educator to decide on which aspect of the film to focus 
and enhance. Didactic ‘educational films’ have little to offer in terms of narrative, character, 
representation and theme. Many narrative fiction ‘movies’ may have little pedagogical relevance to 
education audiences despite their narrative engagement.  The right documentary, supported by the 
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right bridging materials, in the hands of the right educator, can offer the best of both narrative and 
non-narrative films. This crucial alignment of the right documentary, for the right subject, at the 
right time, which is also supported by the right bridging materials, can and should be deployed 
across curricula. But educators will struggle to do this alone. Consequently, the curatorial role of 
distributors as well as the trusted brand status of film festivals, film foundations and film charities 
addressed in the case studies below, is further underlined in conjunction with the production 
sector. 
Further to this, by acknowledging and making available bridging materials specific to that 
documentary, the likelihood of deeper engagement, more sustained use of the work and 
remuneration through Screenrights and other licencing (Screenrights 2012, NZ On Air 2012, 
George 2013, Tapp 2014) increases. Certainly, examples of successful documentary distribution 
within the Australian education market occur on a regular basis (First Australians, The Glamour 
Game, I Am a Girl and more recently, That Sugar Film). However, media reports and filmmaker 
comments on successful educational distribution often lose out to reports of success in other 
ancillary markets. When successful education market distribution is reported, who often point to 
the value of Screenrights in delivering economic returns to the Australian documentary sector as 
well as to the value of bridging materials such as study guides to boost those incomes. George 
(2013) wrote that , ‘First Australians and Go Back To Where You Came From, have so far 
earned $340,000 from Screenrights across two series’ while also reporting documentary 
producers such as Veronica Fury can earn Screenrights returns ranging from $400 – $21,000 per 
individual program. 
 
Documentary use well-established in education 
 
This research argues that an education market brings distinct pedagogical demands to bear 
upon screen content. An entertaining piece of content is not enough for a documentary to be 
effectively deployed in an education context. The education market demands pedagogical 
relevance from narrative content – substance as well as story. In terms of its being an engaging 
narrative, this preference is as old as cinema itself. Orgeron (2012) vividly illustrates this at the 
classroom level with his account of a questionnaire conducted with Chicago school children in 
1919. 
When asked, ‘What kind of pictures do you prefer?’ a child replied, ‘I like educational 
pictures best, especially those with Charlie Chaplin’. Effective documentary storytellers have long 
acknowledged this child’s statement and sought to balance their information-heavy elucidation 
(Renov’s (1993) ‘record, reveal or preserve’) with audience demand for ‘Chaplin’. This is where 
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documentary, distinct from instructional factual content, has always excelled. As Gresham Bradley 
(2014) in the eTV case study below argues, ‘Documentaries are very rarely the source of specific 
instructional information but they will provide meaning, context and answer the reasons “why 
should I be interested in this at all?” They tend to show how, whatever topic is being taught, fits 
into and works in the real world’. 
Richard Leigh (2014), director of short form digital film distributor Campfire Films, argued 
that education specific, instructional content often serves to distance the very audience it seeks to 
engage. ‘I think there is a sense of, when you mention it to anyone and you think educational video 
you think someone is going to instruct it - it is instruction - and I thought, why do we have that 
perception?’ (Leigh 2014). Leigh’s comments do not dismiss the value of ‘pure instructional’ 
content in terms of information delivery, but they do speak to the problematic nature of engaging 
audience perceptions around ‘educational video’. This gap in education audience engagement 
prompted Leigh’s deliberate move away from instructional audiovisual content to embracing short 
narrative film and documentaries through Campfire Film Foundation’s work in schools. This 
facility of film to engage (as opposed to instructional factual content) is neatly encapsulated in the 
opening title line of Woelder’s 2007 article, ‘It makes you think more when you watch things’: 
Scaffolding for historical inquiry using film in the middle school classroom. It is this ‘thinking 
more through watching’ that documentary offers education audiences through providing 
perspective outside their own lived experience. 
Further to this, the ‘window to the world’ conceptualisation of documentary has been 
strongly positioned and contested since Robert Flaherty delivered ‘authentic’ scenes of Inuit 
culture to a wider world in Nanook of the North (1922). However, these problematic issues of 
representation all feed into the cineliterate use of documentary as a text to be critically analysed in 
terms of persuasive and engaging meaning making. Outside these well-established documentary 
debates around representation, it is undeniable that documentary continues to bear witness to the 
complexity of human society on screen. This function of documentary to ‘take the outside world 
in’ has always been valuable to educators. In reflecting on the importance of DocAcademy, 
BRITDOC’s online platform for documentary engagement in education, Gemma Barron (2014) 
described an early visit to a UK school: 
One of the schools we visited in Leeds was on one of the largest of estates in Europe and the teacher 
said that most of the students in that school had never left the Estate, let alone gone into the city, let 
alone gone to any other place in the world. 
This quality of documentary identified by Barron is cross-border, cross-cultural and speaks 
to the power of the form to embody another’s lived experience for a viewer. Richard Leigh (2014), 
director of Campfire Film Foundation, further underscores Barron’s point on the power of 
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documentary to take students ‘elsewhere’ in his account of the short film Something to Tell You 
(2009). Leigh was interviewed for the Campfire Film Foundation case study in Chapter Five and 
states in relation to the short documentary Something to Tell You: 
It’s just observations of a guy in his home, nothing is actually spoken other than a bit of muttering to 
himself in the first minute, a guy with a severe disability, getting himself into bed for the night. And there 
is no voice over until about 3 or 4 minutes in, and then he’s narrating a letter he has written to someone 
online he is trying to date. I have seen a group of rowdy year nine students studying media just sit there 
silent for the full 10 minutes and watch that because it is someone else’s world...you  go,  Oh  my  
goodness how would I be if I was like that and how amazing it is just to think beyond my own skin?   
                                                                                                                                               (Leigh 2014). 
This serious audience engagement is not a new quality of the form. Indeed documentary 
functioning as Nichols’ (1991) ‘discourse of sobriety’, has consistently signalled credible, serious 
engagement with a topic. As the form’s definition becomes increasingly contested in the broader 
contemporary media landscape, this contention only serves to underline the importance of 
documentary in the specific education sphere, as argued by the Grierson Foundation website 
(2013):  
With the dominance of formatted and reality TV content on  our screens we believe it is more 
important than ever for students to have exposure to quality documentary films which offer a deeper 
understanding of key issues about community, environment and  social justice both within  the UK and 
beyond.  
Most recently in the Australian context, ABC director Mark Scott (in preparation to 
stepping down from his position in 2016) made the following remark referencing not only a key 
documentary function, but also the overabundance theme of this research: 
 We may have plenty to read and watch as audience members, but is it the kind of content that makes 
us informed citizens; that reveals what some people want concealed; that holds the powerful to account? 
That helps Australians understand each other better and the world in which we live?                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                                (cited in Meade 2015).  
Scott’s comments speak to the specific power of documentary and our collective, societal 
expectation of the form. 
Scholars can also point to the specific work of the Grierson Foundation, BRITDOC (sic) 
and DocAcademy as evidence of documentary demand in comparable English speaking 
territories. The most pertinent example of educational engagement with documentary in the 
Australian context is the degree to which documentary features in the annual ATOM Awards – the 
premiere recognition of educational relevance in Australian film and documentary content. 
Outside of the student and tertiary awards, ATOM recognises and awards documentary films 
through the following categories: 
 
• Best Documentary Arts 
• Best Documentary Biography 
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• Best Documentary Science, Technology and the Environment 
• Best Documentary History, Social and Political Issues 
• Best Documentary General 
     (ATOM 2014) 
            These award categories not only evidence demand for, and use of, documentary in 
education, but also provide an indication of the primary and secondary subject areas in which 
documentary content is widely used. A convincing final indicator of the unique position 
documentary occupies in education (distinct from other popular forms such as feature films) can 
be seen in the funding conditions of federal agency Screen Australia. A longstanding policy has 
required a budget line item be committed to the creation of a study guide for all documentaries 
funded by the agency. This is not a requirement of feature films funded by Screen Australia. This 
Screen Australia policy signals two things. First, a clear acknowledgment of the privileged function 
of documentary in education; and secondly, a clear understanding of the value of cineliterate 
bridging materials such as study guides in contextualising and encouraging use of documentary in 
the education sector. As Mark Poole (2015) specifically said of the education market at the 2015 
Net-Work-Play conference in Adelaide, ‘It is not glamorous, but the sector is one of the 
unremarked underpinnings of documentary production’. 
 
Market development reflecting significant documentary use 
 
The second core assertion above (a market exists which reflects the use of documentary in 
education) can be approached through quantitative analysis. Despite the gaps that exist in verifiable 
quantitative data in the education market, key indicators still exist regarding the sale and licensing 
of documentary content to this Australian market. These indicators are seen through Screenrights’ 
financial reporting, the existence of longstanding education-focused film distributors, and recent 
figures cited in the Australian Law Reform Commission's (ALRC) review, Copyright and the 
Digital Economy. While collectively these figures provide some indication of market value, this 
research acknowledges that a comprehensive measure of the value of the education market for 
documentary remains elusive due to a lack of publically available data. Potential market size can be 
gauged by the majority of schools represented by the Copyright Advisory Group (CAG) for 
schools–9,500 primary and secondary schools in Australia and 3.5 million students. In terms of 
market value, a key indicator can be found through the returns to the documentary sector by 
copyright collection agency, Screenrights. 
Screenrights is a non-profit organisation occupying the critical juncture between 
educational organisations and the copyright owners of screen content in Australia. A key 
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coordinator in terms of licensing screen  content  across  the  education  sector,  Screenrights was 
‘established in 1990 to administer provisions  in  the  Australian  Copyright  Act  that allow 
educational institutions to copy from television and radio, provided payment is made to the 
copyright owners’ (Screenrights 2014). As well as Australian schools and tertiary institutions,  
Screenrights  licences  are  available  across  all  state  and  federal  government departments and 
New Zealand institutions. 
Screenrights Head of Member Services, Emma Rogers (personal communication, August 
20, 2014) advised that in 2013/2014, consistent with previous years and taken from over 300,000 
records of educational copying, Screenrights returned $15.9 million back to documentary rights-
holders. While Screenrights do track total dollars paid to Australian members versus overseas 
members, this data is not currently genre specific and does not allow a definitive answer as to how 
much of the $15.9 million paid to documentary rights-holders was assigned to Australian 
documentary rights-holders. For the same 2013/2014 period, Screenrights returned 66% to 
Australian members across all content including feature films, documentaries, news and current 
affairs. With estimated consistency across genres, Rogers advised a figure of $10.49 million 
returned to Australian rights-holders from the educational distribution of their documentaries. 
This $10 million figure  not  only underscores the importance of Screenrights as a remuneration 
mechanism for the Australian documentary sector, but also provides an indication of education 
market size which has until now remained elusive in the literature. 
Further indication of quantitative education market value can also be charted through the 
success of documentary specific online distributors with a clear focus on education audiences such 
as Australia's Kanopy. With stated revenues ‘in the millions’ (Fulwood 2012), Kanopy claims the 
largest collection of commercial online video in Australia at 15,000 titles, compared to Bigpond's 
3000. Despite their Australian origin, Kanopy now has a larger tertiary customer base in the US 
and has established a San Francisco office to meet this overseas market need. Outside of the 
specifics of documentary distribution to education, broad indicators of market size for learning 
resource provision are also available through recent submissions to ALRC's review, Copyright and 
the Digital Economy. These submissions included an estimate of $665 million per annum for 
purchasing educational resources for Australian schools (Copyright Advisory Group Schools 
2013); and for the 2011 period, an estimated figure of $256.7 million for university libraries, the 
majority of which was spent on electronic resources (i.e.  Journals and e- books).  When  viewed  
as  an  indicative  whole,  the  figures  from  Screenrights,  Kanopy  and the ALRC submissions 
provide clear indication of the significant financial opportunity to be obtained from education 
audiences of audiovisual content creators. 
This existing quantitative data on the education market for documentary content is 
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strengthened by the qualitative data gathered during expert interviews for the case study chapters 
that follow. Peter Tapp (2014), head of the Australian Teachers of Media (ATOM), argued in 
2014 that in relation to documentary specifically: 
The demand from schools has grown every year for the past six years or more. The reason for saying 
this is ATOM is asked to produce more study guides with each passing year. Also, it appears that the 
pool of funds that Screenrights distributes to filmmakers increases each year. Also, the number of 
downloads of PDF study guides and Metro and Screen Education articles increases each year. 
A document provided by eTV titled eDMC Pilot: Extending New Zealand documentaries 
with enhanced Digital Media Content (eTV 2014, p.6), links both the cineliterate bridging material 
focus of this research with the existing education market. Quoting the head of EnhanceTV, Mike 
Lynch, the pilot paper suggests: 
In Australia, study guides are returning hundreds of thousands of dollars to producers and investors 
every year through Screenrights payments. Further, the use of a study guide in class necessitates the 
screening of the film at school and therefore offering greater exposure of the programming to wider 
audiences. Each month, collectively more than 40,000 individual PDF study guides are downloaded 
from the Metro magazine and EnhanceTV websites. Once a study guide is downloaded, many copies 
are printed and handed out. This pass-around effect extends awareness of the content in wider and 
wider numbers of target audience members. For example, figures show that one study guide download 
can be used by more than 60 students. 
The eTV statement reflects a strong historical consensus among the Australian 
documentary sector. Notwithstanding education market upsets such as the closure of Video 
Education Australia’s (VEA) DVD label in 2015, a tacit understanding remains that for 
documentarians, ‘One of the great income-generating opportunities with documentaries is being 
able to sell your film to educational institutions such as universities and libraries’ (Fuller 2014). 
The concept of universities, libraries and schools collectively forming an appreciative and ideal 
audience has long held currency amongst Australian documentary makers. At the 2007 Australian 
International Documentary Conference, Tina Kaufman summarised both the nascent promise 
and significant challenges facing those keen to engage with education audiences: 
The biggest panel of the conference was on the changing educational market, which has quietly become 
a major growth area. As educational markets catch up with the digital revolution, and as teachers and 
students have access to more visual and electronic resources, the possibilities for documentaries and 
factual programming to find a place within education seem to be very exciting – but demanding. 
(Kaufman 2007, p.140) 
Valuable quantitative and qualitative data regarding the educational use of audiovisual 
materials recently emerged as a result of the previously discussed ALRC's review, Copyright and 
the Digital Economy. As well as providing an overview of grievances on both the supply and 
demand sides of audiovisual content in education, rare insight could be gained into the wide 
educational use of audiovisual content, including the potential value of that market to Australian 
rights-holders and content creators. 
In their ALRC submission, the collective Copyright  Advisory  Group  (CAG)  to  schools 
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cited an internal survey conducted among 379 Government, Catholic and Independent schools 
across Primary, Secondary and Combined grade levels. Representing a nationwide cross-section of 
Australian schools and educational authorities, CAG for Schools (CAG) includes ‘Federal, State 
and Territory Departments of Education, all Catholic Education Offices and the Independent 
Schools Council of Australia. On copyright matters, CAG represents the majority of the almost 
9,500 primary and secondary schools in Australia and their 3.5 million  students’  (Copyright  
Advisory  Group  Schools  2013).The  CAG  internal  survey informed their submission that ‘The 
Australian education sector currently spends upwards of $665 million per annum on purchasing 
educational resources for Australian schools, an amount over and above the $80 million on 
copyright licensing fees currently paid to collecting societies' (Copyright Advisory Group Schools 
2013). While this figure encompasses a broad range of resource provision of which audiovisual 
content purchasing and licensing is but one, it remains a significant spend from secondary schools 
of which the documentary sector in Australia is an undeniable beneficiary. Similarly, the 
Universities Australia (UA) submission to the ALRC review, representing interests of the tertiary 
sector, also indicates a relatively recent (2011) annual spend on resources of which the digital 
licensing of academic journals understandably forms a significant part. 
The vast majority of educational content used for teaching purposes in Australian universities is 
purchased directly via commercial licences. This is a very different situation compared with when the 
statutory licence was first introduced.… in 2011 university libraries spent $256.7 million, the majority of 
which was on electronic resources (i.e. journals and e-books). It can be expected that this direct 
spending will increase over time, especially as a result of the increasing penetration of e-books and their 
associated add-ons. (Universities Australia 2013, p. 27) 
Tertiary sector dissatisfaction with monies paid to collecting societies is not a new 
phenomenon. However, historically, this dissatisfaction has largely focussed on the 
print/image/text material collected through CAL (Copyright Agency Limited) rather than 
Screenrights audiovisual content. In 2000 Michael Lean, then copyright officer for QUT and 
Griffith Universities, identified that, ‘The relationship with the collecting societies has not been an 
easy one, and whilst the universities have always agreed that equitable remuneration for 
information access should be paid, the issue of what is fair and equitable has been a stumbling 
block’ (Lean 2000). What can be garnered of relevance to this research from the ALRC 
submission figures? The UA submission to the ALRC does not stratify educational spending to 
indicate specific amounts on the purchase and licensing of documentary content. What the UA 
submission does highlight, is the role played by the Australian Copyright Act's statutory licences 
under which Screenrights and their resource centres operate. The UA submission disputes the 
ongoing relevancy of the statutory licences, although in conjunction with direct licences, these 
copyright mechanisms continue to be a key means through which screen content like documentary 
is both easily accessed and able to generate returns to the documentary sector. Collectively, the 
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qualitative and quantitative data above point to both a demand for documentary content in the 
Australian education sector, and a rapidly changing market. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This chapter began by squarely situating the research within a media analysis discipline still 
coming to terms with the impacts of digital disintermediation. Within screen industry analysis of 
contemporary media, a distribution-centred model of film studies (Lobato 2012) provides a useful 
means of approaching these changes. A distribution-centred model also allows for an education 
market characterised by great complexity and multiple stakeholders to be aligned with understood 
supply/demand market dynamics. In Chapter One, these have been identified as the Distributor 
(Seller), the Educator (Buyer) and Students (Audience). As stakeholder groups in the education 
market, these all engage in some way with notions of cineliteracy – a key theoretical concern of this 
research. 
In this chapter, the ‘film appreciation’ definition of cineliteracy has been examined as a key 
theoretical underpinning of this research. Further, an understanding of cineliteracy fostering a 
greater awareness of the sheer variety of ﬁlms on offer, and deeper appreciation of the richness of 
different types of cinematic experience (Film Education Working Group, 1998) also underscores 
the opportunity for the distribution sector to address cineliteracy through curating a diverse range 
of quality narrative content, drama and documentary, to engage education audiences. This 
opportunity does not arrive without significant challenges however. It arrives at a time of 
unprecedented and digitally mediated overabundance of content. The need for the education 
sector to navigate this overabundant content in an increasingly pressurised ‘attention economy’ 
(Lanham 1997) serves to underscore the need for pedagogically robust curation through 
acknowledgment of contemporary media literacies such as cineliteracy. 
Once cineliteracy was contextualised within broader and more established notions of 
media literacy, the ‘point of departure’ within this research was then addressed. This underlying 
point of departure assumption is that documentary has always been, and continues to be, a 
privileged resource in education. This both confirms the intrinsic value of documentary for 
education audiences and evidences an established educational market warranting serious scholarly 
and industry analysis. Chapter One examined these two assumptions in detail by grouping 
evidence through the emergent themes of this research - digital abundance, the attention economy 
and cineliteracy. 
This chapter also delivered the broad context of documentary monetisation in an 
Australian audiovisual market. It is against this broader context of documentary funding, 
distribution and revenue challenges that the education market must be assessed. Despite significant 
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gaps in verifiable quantitative data on the education market, key indicators still exist regarding the 
sale and licensing of documentary content to this Australian market. These indicators can be seen 
through Screenrights’ financial reporting, the existence of longstanding education-focused film 
distributors, and recent figures cited in the Australian Law Reform Commission's (ALRC) review, 
Copyright and the Digital Economy. Further, this research demands clear definition of content that 
falls within (and outside) the ‘documentary’ scope of this research. As outlined above, this research 
focuses on documentary films engaging wider audiences outside of a narrow education specific 
niche. These are high budget, often long-form, essayistic documentaries with distribution across 
theatrical, DVD and digital realms. While this research focuses on the deployment of 
documentary films in education, this research does not focus on documentary made for education. 
This is a crucial distinction addressed in the chapter above. 
In conclusion, the function of documentary to ‘take the outside world in’ has always been 
valuable to educators and indeed reflects our collective, societal expectation of the form. An 
education market for documentary exists as a result. This market can be better catered for by 
considering how cineliterate bridging materials such as study guides are contextualising and 
encouraging use of documentary in the education sector. Having established the existence of that 
market, a useful question to pose is about what developmental stage that market may be in, 
alongside the existing pressures and external factors which shape that market. 
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Chapter Two: Copyrights, digital abundance & the attention economy 
Introduction 
 
In this chapter, the discussion identifies tensions and pressures upon the market beginning 
with the Australian Law Reform Commission (ALRC) review, Copyright and the Digital Economy. 
While the previous chapter drew upon this review as a qualitative data indication of the education 
market, the ALRC inquiry also functioned as a bellwether of potential implications for the digital 
economy. In this chapter the focus is on a deeper analysis of the review. The developmental stage 
of the Australian education market is also examined in terms of challenges resulting from digital 
distribution and digital extension of content into education. 
Three key components of this research are delivered in the introduction. Firstly, educators 
engage with an unprecedented amount of what can be termed ‘free’ audiovisual content. The 
problematic nature of what constitutes ‘free’ content is addressed. Secondly, and running 
concurrent to this digitally facilitated abundance of free content, is an unprecedented number of 
options around ‘paid’ content. Thirdly, the concept of the attention economy is introduced as a 
means of understanding the difficulty for educators in engaging with this digital extension of 
content. The research question is then re-introduced before an analysis of the broader mixed 
methods approach and the specific case study methodology that informs this research, are 
outlined. 
 
The Australian Law Reform Commission (ALRC) 
 
Currently, Australian educators enjoy significant flexibility around audiovisual content use 
as a result of educational exceptions under existing copyright provisions. In 2013 educational usage 
of copyright material including films, documentary and new media content became a key 
consideration of the Australian Law Reform Commission’s (ALRC) review, Copyright and the 
Digital Economy. A national review conducted across 2012 and  2013,  the  ALRC’s  final  report  
was  completed  in  November  2013  and  tabled  in February of 2014. Of most relevance to the 
education and screen production sectors were the ALRC’s recommendations around the 
continuation of statutory licences for audiovisual content. These licences form the copyright 
mechanisms allowing educators to copy and share television broadcast content as well as copy and 
share text and image resources. Administered through agencies such as Screenrights, the Copyright 
Agency Limited (CAL) and Viscopy, all copying and re-use of content in education occurs under 
these 'fair dealing' provisions of the 1968 Australian Copyright Act. 
Anticipating the final report, the ALRC released a discussion paper in 2013 that 
recommended replacing the existing exceptions in the Copyright Act with an open-ended fair use 
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exception. This discussion paper acted as a ‘lighting rod’ for the screen content industries, 
revealing a range of industry agendas and positions both broadly in relation to digital challenges 
around copyright and specifically in terms of the education market for content in the digital 
economy. The discussion paper proposed fair use amendments to the Copyright Act which had 
the potential to increase the flexibility and access afforded educators. Additional discussion paper 
proposals, focussed on the replacement of the statutory licensing schemes with a voluntary 
licensing regime, were widely opposed by the production, distribution and copyright collection 
sectors within the Australian screen industry. Summing up the general tenor of many submissions 
opposing any amendments, the Australian Copyright Council argued that ‘fair use won’t mean a 
fair return for creators’ (2013) and that the ALRC recommendations ‘are likely to reduce the 
opportunities for creators to license and receive a fair return for their work’ (Phillips cited in Tiley 
2013). Other screen sector submissions to the review went further. Moving in the entirely opposite 
direction of these liberalisation efforts, Screenrights not only opposed the ‘fair use’ copyright 
amendments, citing potential negative impact to rights-holders’ remuneration, but also sought to 
build further remuneration for rights-holders from the education market. Seeking to extend their 
purview, Screenrights sought an extension of the Screenrights license to render currently excluded 
content such the ABC iView online catch-up transmission, remunerable. 
The ALRC Review received 223 wide-ranging institutional submissions covering an array  
of educational interests spanning libraries, private and public schools, TAFEs, state departments of 
education, educational peak bodies, universities and larger educational representatives such as the 
Copyright Advisory Group for Schools (CAG Schools). Other submissions were received from 
assorted industry and education parties with varying degrees of commercial and non-commercial 
stakeholder interests. This cross-section of education-affiliated participants provides valuable 
insights into the diversity of the education sector and the many viewpoints affecting commercial 
usage of licensed copyrighted material. Of particular relevance to this research was the sensitivity of 
some in the education sector around their inclusion in what has been termed the ‘education 
market’ in this research. Some of the institutional submissions above, including the Copyright 
Advisory Group for Schools (CAG) were uncomfortable with the private sector viewing education 
as a market to ‘exploit’ like any other. The education market remains sensitive terrain as Daniel 
Menchik (2004) noted: ‘the line that separates benevolent, authentic concern for student learning 
enrichment from self-interested entrepreneurship is difficult to ascertain’. Here the complexity of 
education in combining public policy, social responsibility and agreed societal good, alongside the 
budgets required to acquit those responsibilities, is underlined. After 18 months, 109 
consultations, 870 submissions and the resultant 30 recommendations for reform, the ALRC 
Review’s (2014) ‘…key recommendation [was] for introduction of a fair use exception to Australian 
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copyright law’. The ALRC recommendations suggested current exceptions to the Copyright Act 
were not effective enough, and the Statutory Licences were recommended to undergo 
considerable reform. 
The ALRC reported in November of 2013 with the Final Report tabled to Parliament on 
13 February 2014. As of October 2015 the specific legislative impacts of the report are unknown 
although two overlapping and economics issues-focussed reviews were announced in September 
2015. One review was a cost-benefit analysis commissioned by the Attorney General’s Department 
and undertaken by Ernst & Young and focussed on the potential economic impacts of fair use 
recommendations, amongst others, in the review. Secondly, the Australian Treasury also tasked 
the Productivity Commission to undertake a public  inquiry  into  Australia's  intellectual  property  
system  with  reference  to  the  ALRC recommendations (Australian Digital Alliance 2015). In 
September 2015, an administrative arrangements order under the new Malcolm Turnbull coalition 
government saw responsibility for copyright shifting from George Brandis and the Attorney-
General’s department to newly appointed Communications Minister, Mitch Fifield. As Brandis 
was widely regarded as being supportive of the position of copyright owners and rights-holders 
(Taylor 2015) in the ALRC review it is unclear what new direction, if any, the oversight by the 
Communications portfolio and Fifield may bring. While acknowledging the need for reform, few 
Australian participants in this research supported the scale and potential impact of the ‘fair use’ 
changes proposed in the final ALRC report. The broad position of many rights-holders including 
producers, distributors and copyright collection agencies that represent them, was that far more 
was at risk with the proposed changes than stood to be gained. 
 
The ALRC and screen industry response 
 
The ALRC enquiry addresses a key concern of this research. Collective participation in the 
digital economy, the economy of the ‘producer’ (Bruns 2009), creates an extraordinary amount of 
digitally mediated cultural works. Specific to the ALRC enquiry, this explosion of content, in 
addition to its digital distribution, challenges traditional notions around the use of content with 
copyright attached. For educators, this leads to an unparalleled abundance, a growing digital 
extension, of audiovisual content for education audiences. Within existing Australian copyright 
exceptions, this access is coupled with significant flexibility in terms of how educators can 
legitimately record, screen, transmit, copy and purchase content – albeit with current copyright 
remuneration through agencies such as Screenrights attached. This flexibility to combine content 
from a wide range of sources without undue concern for copyright ramifications remains 
impressive – especially in light of the stringent restrictions upon private/home use of that same 
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content. 
As a result of existing provisions overseen by Screenrights in the Australian Copyright Act, 
a list of ways educators can legitimately record, access, screen and communicate audiovisual  
content  without  concern  for  remuneration  to  rights-holders  remains  much greater than the list 
of ways educators cannot access that same content. Educators use these existing exceptions within 
the Australian Copyright Act to a great extent, as evidenced through Screenrights reporting which 
demonstrates widespread use alongside widespread copyright remuneration for that use. While 
this use is not ‘free’, it is covered by the affordances of the Screenrights licence and paid by schools 
on a ‘per head’ student basis. This single, annual payment allows any education institution with a 
Screenrights licence to freely use broadcast audiovisual material. As a result of this licence, many 
educational access concerns regarding both copyright infringement and remuneration to rights-
holders are largely ‘out of sight, out of mind’ in terms of documentary access through provisions in 
the Screenrights licence. 
The near total coverage of the Screenrights licence across the education sector coupled 
with the flexible use of broadcast material facilitated through that licence might appear to position 
education as an unattractive market for commercial distributors of documentary. As a result of the 
Screenrights licence, educators already enjoy ‘frictionless’ access to a wealth of high-quality 
documentary and feature content broadcast on television. Educators are free to record the content 
themselves, charge a school staff member with the task, or select past programs from a range of 
‘resource centres’ licenced by Screenrights (EnhanceTV, ClickView). However, the Screenrights 
licence only covers content already broadcast on free-to-air and pay television. Educator 
willingness to utilise documentary content from other sources signposts a widespread demand for 
documentary. These other sources also assist in narrowing focus on the band of documentary 
content this research is concerned with, as Chapter One outlined. 
Despite the myriad ways by which educators do not have to directly pay for content (e.g. 
the Screenrights licence), if high quality, broad appeal, educationally relevant documentary is made 
easily available as part of a broader distribution plan, educators can, and do, pay for that content. 
Educators’ willingness to source and purchase content outside of the Screenrights licence creates 
an education market serviced by existing distributors and content providers. In short, while 
distributors with high quality, broad appeal documentaries have never solely relied on education as 
a primary market, education has existed historically as a small, robust ancillary market for certain 
content. As such, analysis of the education market inevitably feeds into larger disciplinary debates 
within contemporary media studies around how audiences discover, access, and pay in a digitally 
mediated world of content abundance. Documentary’s pedagogical relevance can be curricula 
specific or themed to individual subject strands. Documentary can used as a text of media studies 
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broadly or cineliteracy specifically. These various needs that education place upon documentary 
coalesce to form a unique market for researchers to examine as disciplinary debates increasingly 
return to audiences and content discovery in a digitally driven media sphere. Having outlined 
some of the policy levers, such as the Screenrights licence through the Copyright Act and the 
ALRC review, it is useful to consider the ‘lifecycle stage’ the Australian education market now 
occupies, alongside the key characteristics of that market. 
 
Education market for digital documentary lifecycle stage – Fragmentation 
 
As highlighted in Chapter One, acknowledging the industrial context of the education 
market is crucial to a thorough scholarly understanding of the field.  Therefore, consideration of 
the ‘lifecycle stage’ of the education market is a useful way to approach further analysis of how 
documentary  operates within that market, including how digital distribution is shifting access and 
engagement with the form. A preliminary analysis of the education market for digital documentary 
may suggest an industry entering the ‘shakeout’ period of classical four-stage industry lifecycle 
theory (McGahan et al. 2004)–the four identified stages comprising fragmentation, shakeout, 
maturity and decline. Oligopolistic characteristics aligning to the second shakeout stage of industry 
growth may appear to apply to the small number of distributors operating in this digital space. This 
oligopolistic characterisation of the education market for documentary content is set against a 
marked absence of competing commercial operators providing comparative services. However, 
this research argues a broad characterization of the education market for digital delivery of 
documentary as operating within the more mature second shakeout stage, is premature. 
Fragmentation of the education market is ongoing and attempts to characterize it otherwise 
overlook several key characteristics of the market. 
Chief amongst these characteristics is the unique mix of commercial, not-for-profit and free 
access methods by which educators can select content for their teaching. The high quality, broad 
appeal documentary content this research focuses on, is not restricted to a single means of 
distribution and can be delivered simultaneously across this mix. For example, as of June 2013, a 
feature documentary such as An Inconvenient Truth (2007) is available to educators as: 
 
• Commercially priced streaming copy on an annual license. Available via Kanopy. 
• Not-for-profit   priced   download   copy.   Available   via   Screenrights   subsidiary- 
Enhance TV. 
• Free access streaming copy. Available via Vimeo. 
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It is important to note that while the Vimeo file appears to be infringing on copyright 
(watermarked ‘Screening copy of Paramount Pictures. All rights reserved’), it has remained freely 
accessible on Vimeo for over two years. Whether there is a legal exception in this case, or whether 
the global, digital hosting of the video springs from an interpretation of United States ‘fair use’ 
copyright mechanisms, is unknown. This research argues that, while an example such as this may 
not be typical regarding all documentaries (indeed ongoing Vimeo availability may speak to unique 
advocacy aspects of An Inconvenient Truth) it does highlight several of the digital distribution 
options available to educators accessing documentary. This variation in pricing of An Inconvenient 
Truth (for profit, not-for-profit and free access) aligns with the ‘premium content-mass media’ 
(Cunningham 2012) model of pricing and positioning content with respect to distribution 
platforms, and indicates a variety of players contributing to the current period of digital content 
abundance. 
It is this unique mix of commercial operators (ClickView, Kanopy), not-for-profits 
(Screenrights, Campfire Film Foundation, ATOM), not-for-profit subsidiaries (EnhanceTV Direct, 
Informit EduTV), and free access content (YouTube, ABC iView, SBS On Demand) which 
distinctly characterise the audiovisual distribution field within the Australian education context. In 
any market-based exchange, available funds from buyers intersect with what the supplier judges the 
market will bear in terms of price. Education has a large amount of ‘freely accessible’, or certainly 
not directly remunerative, content to support teaching. However, budgets do exist at both a teacher 
and an institutional level for individual resource purchases. Although a school library may be full 
of DVDs, new documentaries continue to be sought and bought from both specialised educational 
distributors/suppliers and from consumer ‘high street’ outlets. In addition to these title-by- title 
purchases, specialised digital distributors such as Kanopy, ClickView and Alexander St Press, offer 
large collections of audiovisual resources, including documentary, for substantial annual licence 
fees to schools and Universities. 
Despite this market for screen content, there is an argument growing for the wider 
adoption of Open Educational Resources (OER). These OER resources are easily accessible, have 
no remuneration to the creator attached, and are often released under flexible Creative Commons 
licences for easy educational use, re-use and copying. The pedagogical value of these resources 
falls outside the scope of this research, but they are relevant in terms of their potential impact on 
the existing education market. As heterogeneous creative works, direct comparisons cannot be 
made between an ‘OER documentary’ and a ‘commercial documentary’. However, the 
commercial or broadcast documentary would no doubt be characterised by higher production 
values and an audience engagement focus through narrative. In contrast, the OER documentary 
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would take information delivery and instruction as a focus. This lack of narrative in OER 
resources is identified in the factual content of sites such iTunes U, Scootle, Jorum and Curriki. 
There is a role for both types of content in education – though not to the total exclusion of either. 
Therefore, despite a growing campaign by the National Copyright Unit (NCU), the ‘official 
guide to copyright issues for Australian schools and TAFE’, to encourage educators to ‘switch’ to 
OER, the need for engaging, narrative documentaries distributed on other platforms such as 
cinema, TV and DVD seems assured – even if the degree of that future use is unknown. At the 
2015 Australian Digital Alliance (ADA) Copyright  Forum,  the NCU’s Jessica Smith assured 
delegates that OER is a priority of the NCU with the development of ‘toolkits’ for curriculum 
developers underway. This is in keeping with Australia’s  position  as  a  signatory  to  the  2012  
Paris  OER  declaration  which  called  on Governments to openly licence publically funded 
educational material. Smith cites stretched education budgets as a result of paying copyright 
owners, when arguing that ‘resources that are created with public funds should be openly available’ 
(cited in Australian Digital Alliance 2015). If implemented, Smith’s idea that documentaries 
funded by a national broadcaster and/or Screen Australia should be made freely available to 
education, would have huge implications for the Australian documentary sector, as many broadcast 
documentaries are funded through federal agency Screen Australia and public broadcasters ABC 
and SBS. The future educational and legislative adoption of OER may become clearer as the 
government responds to the recommendations for the ALRC. 
When OER is considered alongside the other means by which educators access 
documentary, this unique mix of commercial operators, not-for-profits, not-for-profit subsidiaries 
and free access content, all contribute to the complexity of audiovisual distribution within an 
Australian education context. Coupled to content acquisition, distribution and access issues are the 
‘diverse set of actors’ often involved with locating and purchasing resources for education. The 
diverse set of actors identified by the US Council of Economic Advisers (2011), operate under the 
extended timelines often attached to many large organisational purchasing decisions. Ultimately, as 
these stakeholder objectives and resultant tensions play out, this mapping of the educational field 
of distribution suggests a prolonged first stage industry lifecycle ‘fragmentation’ period. Examples 
of these tensions include: 
 
• The not-for-profit pricing of EnhanceTV Direct or Informit EduTV potentially 
undercutting commercial pricing of the same documentary title via providers such 
as ClickView or Kanopy. 
• The Screenrights license extending to broadcast TV but not to digital catch-up. 
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Screenrights reporting of documentary use and the consequent financial returns to rights-
holders would result when a documentary was first broadcast on ABC and recorded by educators. 
However when that same documentary is accessed by educators through a catch-up service such as 
ABC iView in the multiple week ‘catch-up window’ directly after broadcast, no reporting or 
consequent financial returns result. 
These tensions and their consequent impacts on the education market are still to be 
resolved ‘live issues’.  They point to an early-stage, still fragmenting industry grappling with 
disruptions typical of digital content distribution. 
As outlined above, a key characteristic of the education market is the unique mix of 
commercial, not-for-profit and free access means by which educators can select and purchase 
content for use in their teaching. As Kaltura demonstrated in the State of Video in Education 2014 
report, there exist multiple strands of screen content that coalesce within education. ‘Content 
varies widely, including free open online repositories which are often used in conjunction with 
lectures captured during class, and licensed content’ (Kaltura 2014). These multiple strands enable 
this research to identify the following defining education market characteristics, which intersect and 
significantly impact this market for documentary content. The first market characteristic is that 
currently there exists unprecedented variety and volume of ‘free’ documentary content. Secondly, 
this content also co-exists with an unprecedented variety and volume of ‘paid’ documentary 
content. Thirdly, like all of us, educators possess fixed (or shrinking) levels of attention they can 
apply to assessing and using both. 
 
Unprecedented variety and volume of ‘free’ content 
 
Distinct to the education market, and markedly different from the early stage and 
continuously fragmenting market for digital home entertainment, is the availability of freely 
accessible digital content. This research qualifies ‘free’ content for a number of reasons. Some 
content, such as documentary clips accessed through YouTube, for instance, may to all intents and 
purposes be ‘free’ to use for educators but may also be infringing copyright and the subject of 
takedown notices from rights-holders. Notions of free content are problematic. Often they rest 
with whether the end user ‘pays’ directly – if not, the content is often perceived as free in the 
immediate sense. Yet an expanded conception of free content speaks to the third attention specific 
characteristic of the education market listed above. Educators and the public do pay for free 
content. In paying attention to content, they, in fact, pay with that same attention. This 
conceptualisation of paying with attention extends beyond considering simple examples of 
advertising between programming, and is the model most commonly seen on free-to-air television, 
YouTube and online TV network catch-up services. A more nuanced understanding of the 
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contested nature of ‘free’ occasionally surfaces in the national conversation. When preparing for 
budget cuts in 2014, treasurer Joe Hockey reminded the Australian public that ‘nothing is free - 
someone always pays’ (cited in Kenny 2014). Within the education context, Screenrights CEO 
Simon Lake took the ALRC Issues Paper to task on the contested nature of ‘free’ content available 
to educators through online catch-up services such as the ABC’s iView, 
The misunderstanding inherent in this proposal is that the material freely available on the Internet is not 
valued by the copyright owner. The proposal presumes that the content is given away by being made 
available online without a direct payment. This is completely incorrect. Copyright owners, like Screenrights’ 
professional filmmaker members, make material available online for very clear commercial reasons. They may 
choose to make it available for a fee, such as with commercial video on demand services or they may choose 
to license a website to stream the content for a period of time without charging the consumer directly (such 
as ABC iView), In the latter case, the consumer still pays for the content, either by watching associated 
advertising, or through brand attachment to the website and there are clear cross-promotional benefits to other 
platforms where the content is available for a fee, such as via DVD or Blu-ray discs. In neither case is the 
viewing ‘free’ in the sense implied by this proposal from the education sector (Screenrights 2012). 
As identified in the previous section, under current copyright provisions, a documentary 
accessed by educators via ABC iView or SBS On Demand, is ineligible for Screenrights reporting 
and returns no income to the rights-holder when screened to students. The identical  program  
recorded  by  educators  upon  TV  broadcast  and  then  screened  for students would mean a 
financial return to rights-holders. This remunerative distinction remains sorely contested between 
Screenrights, rights-holders and the education sector. This tension also reflects the budgetary 
pressures of the education sector intersecting with the responsibilities of copyright collection 
agencies to collect on the value of the content they represent. 
Further evidence of the unprecedented variety and volume of ‘freely’ available content 
currently accessed by educators is demonstrated in the wealth of resource collections created by 
state and federal education authorities. Closely linked to the OER resources above, these often 
take the form of copyright-cleared digital collections of  audiovisual content with documentary, 
albeit TV native, reportage style documentary, featuring prominently. These resource collections 
include content from National Digital Learning Resources Network, The Learning Federation and 
the National Film and Sound Archive (NFSA) Digital Learning collection. The National Digital 
Learning Resources Network (NDLRN) contains over 15,000 digital learning resources including 
still and moving images and audio files linked to assessment items directly compatible with the 
Australian Curriculum (Digital Education Advisory Group 2013). Similarly, the ‘Australia Screen’ 
component of the NFSA draws on the documentary resources of the Film Australia Collection 
and hosts over 1065 clips in their education collection. Within Australian documentary 
specifically, over 511 clips are hosted on the site alongside ‘teacher notes’ and links for educational 
institutions to either purchase the whole film through the NFSA or to secure a copy through the 
affordances of the Screenrights educational licence. Despite this wealth of resource options, 
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educators are not restricted to national collections in a digitally enabled global content pool. In 
2015, the Public Domain Project made over 10,000 audiovisual clips, 473 audio files and 64,535 
images available online and free of charge – many with relevance to educators. The Public 
Domain Project represents just one trove of resources underlining the digitally facilitated 
abundance of audiovisual resources now available to educators.  
Outside these discrete online collections, the most telling example of unprecedented 
variety and volume of freely available content, is the success of an existing online video resource 
already hugely popular with educators – YouTube. The (de-identified) email exchange below from 
the Australian Teachers of Media (ATOM) Queensland email digest (2015) displays not only the 
monetised distribution outlined above, but concludes with YouTube being identified as the ‘go-to’ 
location for teachers wishing to access film and documentary content. The email exchange begins 
with a request for a loan of a specific title. The suggestions from other Queensland media teachers 
span several monetised options (ClickView, EnhanceTV–operating under the existing provisions 
of the current Copyright Act’s schools statutory licences), before concluding with a simple 
statement pointing to the largest, most accessible and freely available digital resource of content 
available to teachers currently: 
 
• Hi, I was wondering of anyone had a copy they could give me of the documentary, 
‘Hollywood: Aliens and Monsters’ (1997) It is hosted by Mark Hamill? 
 
• Hi, Try your school librarian - mine's a wizard at acquiring obscure items for 
ClickView. 
 
• Hi, If your school has clickview try ‘clickview exchange’ I've found heaps of useful 
stuff on there. You ‘push’ it to your school server using your school log in and then 
it's there next time you open clickview. 
 
• Looked on ClickView and Enhance TV, both to no avail. Hence the email. 
 
• Have you You tubed it (sic)? 
                                                                   (Australian Teachers of Media Queensland 2015) 
 
Despite the global popularity of YouTube inevitably leading to use at a classroom level 
(particularly amongst the Media Studies teachers ATOM represent), YouTube remains 
problematic for some educators. Not all school firewalls allow access. Even in a teacher controlled 
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scenario, with no student access, the teacher has no control over the content bookending the 
resource they wish to show, or the advertising embedded in and around the content. Gresham 
Bradley (2014), the manager of New Zealand digital streaming service eTV, addressed these 
potential difficulties for educators in an interview with the author: 
The moment you tap into YouTube you have absolutely no control over what ads are going to appear 
either on the YouTube page itself or at the bottom of the screen as you begin to play the video. There 
have been a number of reports coming out of schools about some shall I say alarming ads...they send 
the student into YouTube, you send them into the context of this giant monster full of all sorts of other 
stuff that will then distract the student from whatever they are supposed to be doing. 
 
While the ad-free, education specific YouTube Edu site goes some way to addressing these 
concerns, content is limited and is largely recorded lectures or presenter-led instructional videos. 
Those educators wishing to screen documentary content from the standard YouTube site, can 
only hope inappropriate advertising or other content is not displayed in and around their selection. 
Putting aside Bradley’s ‘monstrous’ characterisations, the ‘giant’ descriptor of YouTube is 
wholly accurate. His comments speak to two key characteristics of YouTube which may appear 
obvious but account for the site’s huge growth and educational implementation. YouTube’s recent 
history has been characterised by a digitally facilitated ‘explosion’ of available content. The nature 
of the YouTube content ecosystem is such that this explosion of content has occurred alongside a 
marked lack of curation around quality or appropriateness of content. As Anderson (2009) says of 
YouTube, ‘Nobody is deciding whether a video is good enough to justify the scarce channel space 
it takes, because there is no scarce channel space’. However, questions around the relative ‘quality’ 
of content are key considerations within the education market and these debates have real impact 
on how content, and which content, connect with education audiences. In addition to questions of 
quality, relevance and appropriateness of content, as the case study findings in Chapter Five 
demonstrate, educators desire trusted brands to curate and ‘direct focus’ towards audiovisual 
resources in their teaching. In a 2014 interview with the author, Campfire Film Foundation 
director Richard Leigh (2014) stated in relation to documentary selection by educators, 
You start to rely on referrals, what is recommended by others, but as far as curation goes you start to go, well 
who is like me? Who is thinking about things in the way that I am thinking? They might have some ideas 
and if they have got good ideas I might go back to that again. 
Despite this abundance of content and lack of curation concerns, the use of YouTube in 
the classroom is unlikely to slow as educational use mirrors a global societal shift towards 
consumption and creation of video through the YouTube content ecosystem. 
In May of 2013, official YouTube statistics revealed 100 hours of video were uploaded to 
the site every minute. In November of 2014, Marshall stated Google had confirmed during a 
'Brand Lab' partner program session, that that figure had increased to 300+ hours per minute, 
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‘equivalent of 12.5 days’ worth of uploads every 60 seconds’ (Marshall 2014). The figure of 300 
hours per minute has since been publically confirmed by Google Public Policy Manager, Verity 
Harding (Cook 2015). 
 
 
 
Figure 1: YouTube uploads (Marshall 2014) 
 
The documentary content examined in this research would comprise only a fraction (of a 
fraction!) of overall content available ‘free’ to educators on YouTube; the statistics on total content 
availability are staggering. This sheer volume of content is partly the result of the positive feedback 
loop of brand recognition YouTube enjoys with online video. Many sites stream video online, but 
there is only one YouTube. The site is a ‘superstar’ (Rosen 1981) of the online video space, while 
benefiting from accumulated advantage of cultural and economic capital identified by Merton 
(1968) in the ‘Matthew effect’ (those who are successful go on to enjoy more success). As both 
cultural phenomenon and the largest video platform online, YouTube continues to grow both in 
terms of content and, crucially, in terms of audience for that content. The availability of content on 
YouTube dramatically underlines both the volume of video available to educators and the 
attendant challenge for educators in identifying useful, relevant content amongst this 
overabundance. 
As outlined in the introductory framing, digital distribution and access have translated to 
unparalleled levels of choice for educators. As Chris Anderson argued in Free: The Future of a 
Radical Price (2009), the follow-up to his well known The Long Tail (2006), ‘there’s only one way 
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you can have unlimited shelf space, and that is, if that shelf space costs nothing. The near-zero 
‘marginal costs’ of digital distribution allow us to be indiscriminate in what we use it for; no 
gatekeepers are required to decide if something deserves global reach or not’ (Anderson, 2009). 
When considered through a documentary in an education frame, the ‘shelf space’ of sites such as 
YouTube, alongside Anderson’s identified absence of gatekeepers, allows a wealth of potentially 
relevant, and ostensibly free content to become available. As identified at the outset of this section, 
notions of free are problematic. Educators and the public do pay for free content. In paying 
attention to content, they in fact pay with that same attention. Here, the current digitally facilitated 
overabundance of content intersects not only with education as an economic market, but with the 
practical, physical constraints of educators’ ability to effectively process that content. As Simon 
(1996) succinctly argued, ‘A wealth of information creates a poverty of attention’. 
Returning to the education market, it should not be assumed the increase in volume and 
variety of digital content translates to greater sustainability for the documentary sector. Indeed, as 
ABC Education (2012) and Education Services Australia (ESA) noted in their call for proposals 
for the ABC Education Portal (2012): 
The ABC and ESA are seeking projects, which can be identified as free for educational use so that no 
Australian (student, teacher or family) will bear a cost for the use of the project for educational use. The 
funding cannot cover projects, which seek commercial gain within the Australian market. 
Outside of an education context, the degree of free access to online video afforded 
Australian audiences reinforces this current unparalleled state of digital content abundance. In 
Online Video in Australia-Exploring audiovisual fiction sites, Curtis et al. (2012, p. 9) selected 25 
video access sites ‘free’ to users funded mainly through advertising, public funding, or cross-
subsidy through revenue earned from other activities. Curtis went on to state, 
The transaction arrangements between service providers and online users do not fully explain the 
business models for the selected 25 sites because most are controlled by entities with other interests. For 
these sites, the services offered, the forms of interaction with consumers and the transaction models 
need to be understood as part of wider business strategies. 
Just as the 'free’ access sites identified by Curtis should be understood as part of a wider 
business strategy, the ‘free’ audiovisual content being developed for educators requires an equally 
nuanced understanding. Questions around what degree, if any, these free resource collections 
contribute to an educational sector delivering market-based sustainability for documentary 
producers and distributors remain unanswered. 
Ultimately, any qualifications around free content above may be a moot point from an 
education perspective. Educators desire and value ‘access’ above all, therefore concerns around a 
resource being free or paid may end simply with whether the educator can access that content 
without onerous costs, technological barriers or concern around infringing copyright. These are 
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the pragmatic ‘Does it work? How long does it take?’ issues encountered by all educators. This 
research argues, as a result of federal, state and local intervention in acquiring digital curriculum 
resources, the variety and volume of  ‘free’ content available to educators in Australia exists 
currently at unprecedented levels. That overabundance of content in the Australian context is 
thrown into even sharper relief when considering the global pool of digital audiovisual resources 
such as YouTube educators now have access to. 
 
Unprecedented variety and volume of ‘paid’ content 
 
Australian home entertainment consumers have witnessed a proliferation of subscription 
and transactional digital content offerings through video on demand (VoD) in recent years. 
Quickflix, iTunes, FetchTV, Bigpond Movies, Foxtel Go, Foxtel Presto and Dendy Direct all have 
discrete offerings targeted at the home entertainment market. Significantly, 2015 also saw global 
digital content powerhouse Netflix launch in the Australian market alongside the Fairfax and 
Channel 9 partnership, Stan. While domination of the monetised VoD market by Netflix in 
Australia is still an open question, the extent of the company’s global reach is unquestionable. 
Netflix began in 1997 in mail-order DVD rentals, added VoD streaming in 2007 and in 2014 
provided ‘over 1 billion hours of movies and TV shows every month’ (Follows 2015). Fadaghi 
argued Over-the-Top (OTT) video providers such as Netflix will increasingly target Australian 
consumers, ‘especially as we start to see the arrival and adoption of NBN services…Australia is a 
great target because of our high prices for subscription TV, high dollar and relevantly strong 
consumer economy’ (cited in Bender 2013). Unlike the IPTV (Internet Protocol Television) 
offerings of FetchTV or Bigpond, which have commercial ‘bundling’ arrangements with Internet 
Service Providers (ISP), Over The Top (OTT) video services such as YouTube, iView or Netflix 
exist ‘over the top’ of our existing Internet providers service. A great deal of content available 
through these services, especially documentary, has relevance to education. However, there is a 
distinct lack of clarity regarding if and how these services licensed to an individual home user can 
be legitimately transmitted in an education context through existing copyright exceptions. This 
issue is contentious and lacks clear guidelines from organisations such as the Australian Copyright 
Council or the National Copyright Unit’s Smartcopying website, the official guide to copyright 
issues for Australian schools and TAFE. 
Undeniably, there has been an exponential increase in digital access and availability of 
content over the past 3-5 years. Although this increase in access and availability may be anecdotal 
amongst consumers, it is broadly acknowledged within industry. The Australian Home 
Entertainment Distributors Association (AHEDA) surmised, ‘The sector is going through a period 
of unprecedented and rapid change that will inevitably result in greater choice of viewing, 
47  
purchasing and renting options as well as a variety of different pricing models and affordable access 
to content for consumers’ (AHEDA 2012). Within the education sector, outside of commercial 
operators such as ClickView and Kanopy, ‘paid’ content is transacted, albeit on a non-profit basis 
by Screenrights, Campfire Film Foundation and ATOM alongside not-for-profit subsidiaries such 
as EnhanceTV Direct and Informit Edu TV. Collectively, the current volume of digitally facilitated 
free and paid content delivers unprecedented choice to educators in terms of documentary and 
other screen content to use in their teaching. The challenge remains as to how educators carve out 
the time to engage with that content. How do they discern a ‘signal in the noise’ of current digital 
content abundance? 
 
Shrinking budgets in an attention economy 
 
As argued, free content does extract a price. To engage with that content, attention must be 
paid. Richard Lanham’s (2006) attention economy conceptualisation posits that information is 
unequivocally not in short supply ‘but the human attention needed to make sense of it’ is. Daniel 
Levitin (2015) argues this increasing attention, which needs to be paid to the exponential rise in 
information, inevitably extracts a cognitive cost. Educators engaging with worthwhile resources on 
YouTube must constantly ignore irrelevant material also presented by sophisticated algorithms. 
However as Levitin (2015) argues, ‘You're not actually ignoring something until you have paid 
attention to it long enough to know you want to ignore it’. 
This research argues the current ‘budgets’ available to educators, indeed to society at large, 
within the attention economy are being squeezed in the ongoing and increasingly fraught ‘battle for 
eyeballs’ (Maslen 2010). These shrinking budgets of attention have motivated Richard Leigh, 
director of Campfire Film Foundation, an Australian digital distributor, to focus exclusively on 
short form content. Leigh (2014) argued, ‘I don’t think it is a topic a lot of filmmakers think about 
but teachers, if they are going to commit to a film, it is a commitment and if you are going to give 
me a feature film then that is a commitment and teachers don’t have that kind of time to commit’. 
In addition to reports of ‘time poor’ teaching staff, the constraints of the attention economy are 
experienced broadly across society as the public struggles to process an overabundance of digitally 
native screen content. 
In 2012 the Australian Communications and Media Authority  (ACMA) survey identified 
‘I don’t have enough time to watch’ as the second most frequently cited reason preventing 
increased access to online video content, with 21% of respondents specifying this constraint. These 
concerns are echoed in Online and On Demand (2014), Screen Australia’s landmark report on 
Video on Demand (VoD) and to date the most comprehensive survey of Australian digital 
audiovisual content use. Within this report, 43% of respondents cited ‘Just not having more 
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available time’ as a reason holding them back from accessing VoD content to a greater degree. 
Perversely, this collective lack of available attention intersects with the ‘always on’ nature of non-
linear programming, where digital delivers greater agency for viewers to access content at a time 
which suits them. Screen Australia identified in the Online and On Demand report the most 
common response for watching VoD relates to the convenience associated with online viewing 
with over 73% of those surveyed identifying this factor. Never has documentary content been 
easier for viewers to access through digital means. Never has the available time to find, assess and 
view that content been in shorter supply – both for the population broadly, and educators 
specifically. 
As the variety and volume of available digital documentary content for educators grows, the 
time required for educators to view, engage, critique and plan that documentary in their teaching 
practice, remains static. Despite thousands of hours of available documentary content online, the 
time required for any teacher to properly engage with a 30-minute documentary remains at 30 
minutes. Consequently, an educator’s effective ability to locate and deliver audiovisual resources is 
inextricably linked to the attention economy. Brad Haseman, speaking at the Queensland 
University of Technology’s (QUT) International Arts Education Week public lecture, vividly 
illustrated this point: ‘A productivity gain in the automotive industry is one thing but Beethoven's 
Sonata in A-flat major is 8 minutes long, I can't get a productivity gain by playing it in 5 minutes’ 
(cited in QUT Creative Industries 2013). The data collection phase of the international and 
domestic case studies delivered much to support this focus on the tensions between content 
abundance and the attention needed to engage effectively with that content. As the British Film 
Institute’s (BFI) Head of Education, Mark Reid (2014), stated in an interview with the author, 
‘The thing that teachers will feel most alarmed by is an oversupply of content. Teachers always say, 
‘how do we choose?’ there’s so much stuff. Once upon a time, you could never find anything, and 
now, you can find things – but how do I choose. That’s the major issue’. Therefore, the roles of 
professional bodies such as ATOM, distributors such as Campfire Films and festivals such as Full 
Frame, are crucial in presenting, contextualizing and supporting documentary content; and in 
doing so, these organisations must deliver optimised educator access to that content. Similarly, the 
function of bridging materials to promote cineliteracy is not just around directive pedagogy, but in 
providing accurate and descriptive contextualisation which allows educators to curate their own 
lessons from a wealth of (already distributor curated) documentaries. 
 
Research question and methodology 
 
In light of the issues identified in Chapters One and Two, the Research Question is framed 
as follows: 
49  
At a time of digitally mediated content abundance, how can an expanded acknowledgment 
of cineliteracy within the education market for screen content contribute to sustainability of the 
Australian documentary sector through improved distribution and educational outreach practices? 
 
A mix of qualitative and quantitative based analysis has been employed to address this 
question and examine education as a market for the distribution of documentary. This mixed 
methods approach has potential to yield rich data on the digital shifts occurring within the 
education market for documentary and aligns appropriately with the reportage/narrative, 
factual/creative tensions of the documentary form. The domain of the media political economy 
initially functioned as a methodological guide to this research. In Research Methods in Cultural 
Studies (Pickering et al. 2008) identified the media political economy as an area where ‘cultural 
production is investigated on the macro level as an industry. Here it is assumed that the conditions 
of production shape cultural content’. In this domain, the researcher ‘attempts to link cultural 
outputs to the economic, industrial and political factors that shape the organisations and industries 
which then produce culture’ (Pickering 2008). The cultural product under examination in this 
research, documentary, cannot be wholly separated from these economic, industrial and political 
factors. This is particularly relevant within the context of education audiences and the education 
market for content. This is an institutional space in constant tension through these factors and 
Pickering’s (mixed) research methods for cultural studies functioned as a valuable, early 
methodological theory framework as I approached this research. 
Indeed, as argued by Pickering (2008), ‘cultural outputs are in part shaped as a 
consequence of political and economic conditions. The negotiations and decisions of individual 
politicians, regulators and business owners and advertisers filter through to influence the choices 
and methods of those who make, edit, produce and distribute cultural products’. A mixed 
methods approach provides the best methodological ‘toolbox’ with which to approach this domain 
and further analyse the distribution of cultural products Pickering cites. Mixed methods may also 
serve to counteract an over reliance on any single method type. As Brewer (2005) argued an ‘over-
reliance upon any one type of method, no matter how great its advantages in other respects, is 
problematic because it fails to guard against the specific sources of error which threaten that 
method’. A broad mixed methods approach offered the best opportunity to address the digitally 
mediated content abundance context of the research. 
The challenges encountered by researchers in the area of online video are complex and evolving. 
In Online Video in Australia - Exploring audiovisual fiction sites (2012, p. 5) Curtis et al. stated: 
Measuring use of these services requires different tools that are not easy to reconcile and are being constantly 
developed by research companies. This makes analysis of the online video sector, at this stage of its evolution, 
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more complex than other distribution sectors like cinema, television and DVD, where there is more 
consensus about what and how to measure, and what the metrics mean. 
The developing research company data referenced by Curtis et al. may well be useful. 
However this data is often highly specialised and difficult to obtain. Pickering further underlined 
this difficulty, arguing that ‘there is a large amount of commercial information on the cultural 
industries which is relatively inaccessible. Some reports and financial/industry data are produced 
by commercial research companies and expensive to obtain. Other reports tend to be produced 
and circulated only amongst industry specialists. Others still are regarded as very politically or 
commercially sensitive and are the hardest to access’ (Pickering et al. 2008). Carrol Harris (2012) 
also identified obstructions for researchers in this field and identified these obstructions as a result 
of the ‘fluidity of the digital realm’. Carroll Harris went on to argue that within an Australian 
context ‘distributors and exhibitors commercial data is often closely guarded and informal 
distribution figures are often altogether absent from regular indexes’. 
This lack of data extends from the theatrical exhibition space identified by Harris (2012) to 
ancillary markets such as education. Clear data on the size, scope, complexity and economic value 
of the education market to both the documentary and distribution sector is difficult to arrive at. 
Despite these challenges, this research has benefited to some degree from a recent groundswell of 
support in the film and screen research communities, both academic and industry, towards greater 
transparency of distribution data. Quantitative methods are employed to parse both market and 
industry statistics on documentary use within education. However the semi-structured interviews 
forming a significant part of this research are firmly situated within a qualitative approach and case 
study methodology. As Denzin and Lincoln (2005) stated, 
Qualitative research is a situated activity that locates the observer in the world. It consists of a set of 
interpretive, material practices that make the world visible. These practices transform the world. They 
turn the world into a series of representations, including field notes, interviews, conversations, 
photographs, recordings, and memos to the self. At this level, qualitative research involves an 
interpretive, naturalistic approach to the world. This means that qualitative researchers study things in 
their natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings 
people bring to them. 
Although a ‘complex, interconnected family of terms, concepts and assumptions surround 
the term,’ (ibid) qualitative research notably foregrounds the position of the researcher as the data-
gathering instrument. The role of the researcher is an acknowledged characteristic of this research, 
with industry and professional practice openly acknowledged. This prior knowledge has informed 
research perspectives whilst also being balanced by the academic rigour and objective distance 
required for postgraduate research. 
Mixed methods of enquiry also offered vital flexibility as my research enquiry developed. As 
Denzin and Lincoln (2005) argued, ‘The approach and research methods are designed, and 
perhaps redesigned as projects develop, in order to allow the researcher to come ever closer to a 
51  
fuller understanding of their research subject’. A qualitative approach however is not without 
embedded tensions and inherent challenges. Baxter (1997) recognized ‘there is an apparent 
tension between the creativity of the qualitative research process which implies contingent methods 
to capture the richness of context dependent sites and situations and evaluation which implies 
standardized procedures and modes of reporting’. Denzin and Lincoln (2005) also acknowledged 
this creative element, stating, ‘Qualitative research is endlessly creative and interpretive. The 
researcher does not leave the field with mountains of empirical materials and then easily write up 
his or her findings…qualitative interpretations are constructed’ (Denzin and Lincoln 2005). Despite 
the challenges outlined by Baxter, the inherent ‘creativity’ of the method aligns closely not only 
with the research subject and intended approach, but also facilitates the ‘writer-as-interpreter’ role 
described by Denzin and Lincoln (2005).  This ‘writer-as-interpreter’ role was   employed to 
construe the complex interview and case study data arising from the commercial, cultural and 
instructive tensions inherent in the education market for documentary. 
 
Case study methodology 
 
Yin (1981) identified case studies as a research strategy as opposed to a distinct 
methodology. He has previously highlighted confusion regarding ‘types of evidence (e.g., 
qualitative data), types of data collection methods (e.g., ethnography), and research strategies (e.g., 
case studies)’. Yin likened the case study research strategy to experiments, histories or simulations - 
all of which are considered alternative research strategies but are not bound to a particular type of 
evidence or method of data collection. Case study research strategy is appropriate to the rapidly 
shifting field of digital distribution, as Hartley stated: ‘Case studies are tailor-made for exploring 
new processes or behaviours or ones that are little understood’ (cited in Meyer 2001). Several 
scholars (Baxter 2008, Yin 2003, Stake 1995) agreed that ‘rigorous qualitative case studies afford 
researchers opportunities to explore or describe a phenomenon in context using a variety of data 
sources’ (Baxter 2008). Yin cited Schramm (1971) who argued the ‘essence of a case study, the 
central tendency among all types of case study, is that it tries to illuminate a set of decisions: why 
they were taken, how they were implemented, and with what result’. All case studies featured in 
this research seek   to illuminate the decision making process around the links between 
documentary and the education market. As argued by Yin (1981) the ‘how’ construction of the 
research question above is by nature, explanatory, and likely to favour case study research. 
To understand and correctly apply case studies as a research strategy, the researcher must 
be clear on the definition of ‘case’ and how the individual cases in question are relevant to the 
research. Gillham (2000) identified the case as a ‘unit of human activity embedded in the real 
world; which can only be studied or understood in context; which exists in the here and now; that 
52  
merges in with its context so that precise boundaries are difficult to draw’. All the case studies in 
this research conform to this definition as they are highly specific to their industrial/educational 
context and dynamic in their operational boundaries. As further outlined in Chapter Five, these 
case studies were then benchmarked against a rigorous set of criteria for inclusion in this study. 
Gillham posited the ‘naturalistic researcher’ employing case studies ‘is not a detached 'scientist' but 
a participant observer who acknowledges (and looks out for) their role in what they discover’. 
Similarly, Baxter (2008) posited that qualitative case studies are  
an approach to research that facilitates exploration of a phenomenon within its context using a variety of 
data sources. This ensures an issue is not explored through one lens, but rather a variety of lenses which 
allows for multiple facets of the phenomenon to be revealed and understood.  
Gillham (2000) also highlighted the crucial nature of the qualitative elements outlined 
above: 
Perhaps the major distinction is the greater concern of naturalistic, case study research with subjectivity: with 
phenomenological meaning. This doesn't mean that you ignore the objective (what people do, what records show, 
and so on) but that you are after the qualitative element: how people understand themselves, or their setting - what 
lies behind the more objective evidence. 
The mixed methods of case study research, particularly the semi-structured interview 
components, offer a means to uncover the qualitative data identified by Gillham. How do the 
companies, festivals, foundations and institutions involved in the distribution of documentary to 
the education sector understand their role, setting and place within the wider macro context of 
cultural production and dissemination? However, as part of a mixed methods approach, case 
studies are not exclusively concerned with qualitative data. Significant parts of this research draw 
on quantitative data and this evidence will continue to form a vital part of the research both within 
and without the case studies themselves. Baxter (2008) argued, ‘Unique in comparison to other 
qualitative approaches, within case study research, investigators can collect and integrate 
quantitative survey data, which facilitates reaching a holistic understanding of the phenomenon 
being studied’. Yin (1981) also supported this position, arguing the case study does not imply the 
use of particular type of evidence. Case studies can be done using either qualitative or quantitative 
data and may contain evidence from ‘fieldwork, archival records, verbal reports, observations, or 
any combination of these’. 
Through case studies as a research strategy, the cultural production, distribution and 
audience reception of documentary in the education space will be investigated indirectly. Pickering 
et al. (2008) highlighted both the focus of case study and research and the inherent challenges of 
locating and accessing the necessary data. Pickering (2008) argued case study focus is much less on 
the individuals who produce culture 
but on the structures, external factors and high-level decision-makers which come to influence and 
shape mass-produced culture...the challenge of the researcher is to locate and access this data, which 
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can then be collated, aggregated, cross-referenced, and so on. Such data is then used to develop a more 
macro account or to contribute to theoretical debates on aspects of cultural production.  
Face-to-face, semi-structured, expert interviews are a key component of case research 
strategy and crucial to this research. These expert interviews have also been described as ‘elite 
interviews’. While Gillham (argued the term ‘elite interview’ may be out of favour due to 
inegalitarian connotations, this term aligns well with the approach taken to the industry experts 
identified in this research, particularly those case study interviewees in documentary festivals and 
foundations who are ‘especially expert or authoritative people who are capable of giving answers 
with insight and a comprehensive grasp of what it is you are researching’ (Gillham 2000). 
Therefore the fieldwork components leading to these interviews are vital to the success of the 
overall research. As Brewer (2005) argued, ‘fieldwork promises realistic theories that do justice to 
the complexity of actual social life’. 
Aligning with Gillham’s focus on the interview facilitating rich qualitative data within case 
studies, Woodside (2010) outlined the ‘long interview’ as an  
Intensive questioning of informants selected for their special knowledge, experiences and insights (or 
ignorance) of the topic under study. The objectives of the long interview include learning the thinking, 
feeling, and doing processes of the informants, including an understanding of the informants’ 
worldviews of the topic under study in their own language.  
While a key characteristic of the long interview is naturally length of the interview itself, this 
research did not propose to duplicate the two to six hour interview time frame suggested by 
Woodside. However this research did borrow from Woodside’s approach such as interviewing the 
respondent in the environment related to the topic under study, recording of the responses, 
verification of responses by other research methods and developing ‘thick descriptions’ of 
individual cases. Popularised by the American social anthropologist Clifford Geertz, thick 
descriptions emphasise the importance of describing in significant detail the culture the researcher 
wishes to engage in. Thick description, argued Geertz (1973) offers ‘data that not only describes 
events in context but participants intentions, strategies and agencies’. 
 
Types of Case Study: 
Stake (1995) identified three categories of case study identified by broad purpose: 
• Intrinsic 
• Instrumental 
• Collective 
Similarly Yin (1981) identified the three case studies categories as 
• explanatory 
• exploratory 
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• descriptive 
Corresponding to the descriptive case study of Yin, Stake’s intrinsic case study seeks to gain 
a comprehensive understanding of an individual case. Furthermore Stake’s instrumental case study 
is used when the particular case is understood to illuminate something else. Therefore the 
instrumental case study aids in understanding another phenomenon. Within this categorisation sit 
two further types identified by Yin (2003): exploratory and explanatory. Exploratory is ‘used to 
explore those situations in which the intervention being evaluated has no clear, single set of 
outcomes’ (Yin 2003) while explanatory is used when seeking to answer a question seeking to 
‘explain presumed causal links in real- life interventions that are too complex for the survey or 
experimental strategies’ (Yin 2003). 
Returning to the research question above, ‘At a time of digitally mediated content 
abundance, how can an expanded acknowledgment of cineliteracy within the education market for 
screen content contribute to sustainability of the Australian documentary sector through improved 
distribution and educational outreach practices?’ the question allows for the identification of 
explanatory case studies as the best suited type for this research. As the notions of both 
‘sustainability’ and ‘improvement’ are not fixed end point outcomes, an explanatory, multiple case 
study approach offered the greatest potential as a methodological approach. Several scholars 
(Hamel et al. 1993, Yin 1981) argued that case studies have previously been faulted for a lack of 
representativeness and a lack of rigor in ‘the collection, construction, and analysis of the empirical 
materials...this lack of rigor is linked to the problem of bias. Such bias is introduced by the 
subjectivity of the researcher’. While acknowledging industry grounding informs this research 
design, the bias identified by Hamel et al., while impossible to comprehensively remove, is 
considered and at times self-corrected throughout the research. 
Regarding case study’s problematic basis for traditional scientific generalisation, Yin argued 
the case study does not represent a ‘sample’ per se. In conducting a case study, the goal is to 
‘expand and generalize theories (analytic generalisation) and not to enumerate frequencies 
(statistical generalisation)’ (Yin 2009). Applying this distinction to the US & UK case studies on 
documentary festivals and foundations engaged in educational outreach, offers the opportunity for 
general best practice observations to be made as opposed to particular, prescriptive statements of 
the effectiveness of these organisations. These case studies are vital to sound, rigorous design of 
the research and by benchmarking against the themes of this research, allowing for a series of best 
practice observations with relevance to an Australian context. 
 
Conclusion 
 
As outlined at this chapter’s outset, collective participation in the digital economy creates 
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an extraordinary amount of digitally mediated cultural works. This explosion of content, in 
addition to its digital distribution, challenges traditional notions around the use of content with 
copyright attached, as comprehensively addressed in the ALRC review. For educators, this leads to 
an unparalleled abundance of digital audiovisual content to employ in their teaching. This 
abundance is not only the result of free access content through online heavyweights such as 
YouTube, but also paid offerings via an emerging and ‘fragmenting’ education market. Mapping of 
education as a distributive market reveals this abundance of digitally enabled content is coupled 
with uncertainty around how educators most effectively engage with said content. Further to this, 
rights-holders’ remuneration for use of their screen content in education is complex and not as 
clearly understood as content distribution in other ancillary markets. What overarching theoretical 
lens can engage with this complexity of market, diversity of stakeholders and abundance of digitally 
enabled content? Through applying cineliteracy as a theoretical frame, the research question below 
proposes  an enquiry into this complex cultural, commercial and pedagogical space. 
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Chapter Three: Literature review & education market scoping 
Introduction 
 
The research has uncovered several key themes outlined in the preceding chapters arising 
out of intersections between education, documentary and distribution. Education is a unique, 
challenging market for screen content, distinct from other ancillary markets in requiring 
pedagogical relevance alongside narrative engagement. Documentary has long been a privileged 
resource in education, directly addressing this need for education and engagement. An 
acknowledgement of the cultural and artistic valuing of film (which is embodied in notions of 
cineliteracy) can enhance the function of documentary in education and has potential to contribute 
to market based sustainability for documentary producers and distributors. However, this potential 
intersects with an unprecedented, digitally mediated amount of content for educators to navigate at 
a time of growing demands in an attention economy. 
The following literature review addresses these key themes through a broad Cineliteracy, 
Documentary and Distribution grouping with specific sub-sections on each. Analysis of how 
existing scholarly and industry literature addresses these key themes also allows for a scoping of the 
Australian education market – both for screen content broadly and documentary specifically. The 
initial analysis below focuses on the longstanding relevance of documentary within education and 
how this translates to rich potential of the form as a prime resource of cineliteracy - a central 
theory underpinning the research. 
The documentary strand of the review is developed from the long standing and well 
established function of documentary as both a public educative discourse and a discrete resource 
within education. This educative relevance of the form extends from Griersonian ideas of 
documentary as a tool for public education and propaganda through to contemporary use as a 
valued tool of education. Analysis of the literature around historical Griersonian documentary 
paradigms helps to further clarify the definition of documentary in the research as well as 
identifying historical and current valuing of documentary within an education market. 
The ‘distribution’ analysis of the literature below is developed from the distribution centred 
model of film studies approach outlined in the introductory chapter. This strand of the literature 
review developed as a result of a growing scholarly consensus (Harris 2007, Cunningham 2012, 
Iordanova & Cunningham 2012, Carroll Harris 2012) on the disruptive effects of audiovisual 
content capture, distribution and access. This has resulted from the proliferation and downward 
price pressure of digital hardware and software technologies. While significant scholarly analysis 
until now has focused on digital as a disruptor within larger and more established film and TV 
markets, education has not been immune to these digitally facilitated shifts around content 
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creation, distribution and access. Indeed, as evidenced by the international and Australian case 
study chapters below, many organisations, both commercial and non-commercial, now focus on 
education audiences with digital specific offerings of film and documentary content. 
This review does not seek to explicitly answer the questions posed in the preceding 
chapters. As Yin (2009) argued, ‘Novices may think that the purpose of a literature review is to 
determine the answers about what is known on a topic, in contrast, more experienced investigators 
review previous research to develop sharper and more insightful questions about the topic’. In 
keeping with Yin’s concept of ongoing development of enquiry, the literature below has 
continually informed the research question developed above. 
 
Cineliteracy 
 
The education, information and entertainment industries are becoming ever more dependent upon the 
communicative power of the moving image, whether delivered through cinemas, broadcast, video or online. 
The existence of an informed citizenry–essential to the democratic process– is increasingly sustained through 
the moving image media. This unique and vital language must surely, therefore, become part of basic literacy at 
the start of the third millennium. 
(BFI Film Education Working Group 1999) 
This section concerns documentary's role in one of the key theoretical dimensions of this 
research – cineliteracy. Existing literature and scholarly analysis of cineliteracy, point to the term’s 
development in a specific cultural and temporal milieu – the work of the British Film Institute 
(BFI) during the latter part of the 20th century. Scholarly analysis of this key period (Bolas 2009, 
Bazalgette 2010, Bazalgette 2011), alongside primary source literature (BFI Film Education 
Working Group 1998, BFI Film Education Working Group 1999, Puttnam 1999, BFI 2000) offer 
an understanding of how this specialised, occasionally problematic, term sprung from the 
perception of a broader post-war societal good through ‘film appreciation’. The following section 
examines the literature to analyse what established cultural institutions such as BFI hoped to 
achieve through encouraging broader understanding and appreciation of a term like cineliteracy in 
the UK context. The potential, indeed the hope, for a term such as cineliteracy is easily 
understood from the perspective of a cultural institution such as the BFI. Initially, the BFI hoped 
for both inclusivity and cultural currency, as stated in the unequivocally titled Making Movies 
Matter report (1999). But in the early part of the 21st century, cineliteracy as a workable frame of 
reference became problematic in its clear adherence to the single media form of ‘cinema’ and by 
inference, the elevation of the feature film at the expense of other film forms such as documentary. 
As such, a significant gap exists in the literature around cineliteracy and documentary this research 
is positioned to address. 
The motivation to foreground cineliteracy’s potential in building capacity for a greater and 
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more nuanced national film appreciation is in keeping with the BFI’s institutional goals of 
increased cinema and film engagement within UK society. Nevertheless, the work of the BFI 
around cineliteracy also ran, and continues to run, concurrent to the development of a broader, 
inclusive and democratised conceptualisation of media education in the UK. Eschewing the 
privileged positioning of any single text such as cinema, the rise of media education in the UK 
through the work of scholars such as David Buckingham and Julian Sefton-Green (1994) 
embedded the close critical analysis of media’s ‘broad church’ of texts while also incorporating the 
industrial, economic and societal contexts impacting audience engagement with these texts. 
Consequently where cineliteracy might fit within the rise of media literacy in the UK, whether it 
could fit at all, came under close scrutiny, which continues to this day. 
Cineliteracy, as the term suggests, possesses an historical pre-occupation with the cinema. 
However, analysis of the literature reveals this exclusivity and sustained focus on a single text 
(cinema) extends even further into a pronounced focus on the feature film form. A linking of 
cineliteracy with the high quality, narrative documentary this research focuses on, is notable by its 
absence in the literature. Acknowledging the historically narrow conceptualisation of cineliteracy as 
set against contemporary understanding of media literacy, allows for an improved understanding of 
cineliteracy. It also allows for the potential of documentary to bridge the gap between media and 
cine literacies to be explored. A key function of narrative documentary is advancing pedagogical 
concerns around issues such as representation, bias, authorial intent, and claims upon the truth. 
These are the same pedagogical concerns shared by media literacy. Documentary brings these 
pedagogical concerns of media literacy to cineliteracy’s historically narrow focus on feature films. 
In doing so, documentary offers a bridge between these two literacies, allows for an expanded 
notion of cineliteracy, and underlines the privileged, longstanding and still highly relevant function 
of narrative documentary in education. 
While cineliteracy remains a problematic term, very recent European developments in film 
education suggests a BFI led evolution from ‘cine’ to ‘film’ terminology in literacy is underway, 
albeit with unprecedented inclusivity in regards to the media forms included as ‘film’. In 2011 the 
European Commission established a tender process for a European- scale ‘Experts’ Study’ on film 
literacy in Europe, covering all EU and EEA nations, and requesting evidence-based 
recommendations to inform policy making in the forthcoming Creative Europe framework. The 
tender was won by a consortium of UK and wider European partners, led by the British Film 
Institute. 
In June 2015 over fifty delegates from Europe met in Paris to discuss the future of film 
education in Europe and launch A Framework for Film Education in Europe (2015). The 
Framework developed from the European Commission’s Creative Europe programme, 
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specifically requested action on Audience Development under the Film Literacy strand of the 
programme. A Framework for Film Education in Europe has been developed by the BFI led Film 
Literacy Advisory Group (FLAG), who previously had conducted the European film education 
survey, Screening Literacy. The Framework (BFI 2015) ‘collects what experts across Europe 
consider to be essential in film education. It connects the ‘outcomes’ that educators might want 
film education to achieve, to the skills, knowledge, and experience that are seen to be essential if 
someone is to consider themselves to be ‘film literate’. The Framework quickly addressed the 
contentious issue around what constitutes film in ‘film education’ by holistically referring to film as 
‘all forms of moving images with sound (and without!), irrespective of the medium, be that digital or 
analogue, TV, online or cinema’ (BFI 2015). 
The Framework also provided a definition of film literacy, while acknowledging and 
addressing the relationship between film and media literacy. Acknowledging the necessary 
‘reading/writing’ duality of literacy, the Framework defines film literacy as ‘the level of 
understanding of a film, the ability to be conscious and curious in the choice of films; the 
competence to critically watch a film and to analyse its content, cinematography and technical 
aspects; and the ability to manipulate its language and technical resources in creative moving image 
production’ BFI 2015). A key theme addressed in Chapter One was the relevance of cineliteracy 
to the pedagogical demands of screen content in education. While the BFI has moved from the 
narrower ‘cineliteracy’ nomenclature to the more inclusive ‘film literacy’, the spirit, if not the letter, 
of the BFI’s intentions remains the same. A cultural valuing of the moving image is a key 
consideration of education and should be fostered. What the existing literature around either cine 
or film literacy fails to adequately address, is the enhanced curatorial role which emerges for those 
working within formal and informal film education spheres when considering the contemporary 
overabundance of content. 
Furthermore, in acknowledging the relationship between film education/literacy and media 
education/literacy, the BFI Framework raises several questions: 
One is as to the relation between critical appreciation and creative production, and the shift 
in recent years, with access to affordable filming and editing equipment, towards the latter. 
Another is the tension between film (often conceived as an art form) and media more generally 
(often conceived as entertainment and information). Yet another is the tension between 
protectionist versions of both as opposed to more positive engagements with young people’s 
cultural experience. While media education has sometimes been seen as a protection against a 
range of social ills, from meretricious content to misinformation and moral debasement, film 
education has sometimes been seen as a protection against Hollywood. 
The Framework goes on to argue that the aims of media education and film education are 
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virtually identical. While acknowledging that in an era of convergence, media texts are many and 
varied, both literacies aim to ‘foster a wider literacy which incorporates broad cultural experience, 
aesthetic appreciation, critical understanding and creative production’ (BFI 2015). 
 
From film appreciation to cineliteracy 
 
Esteemed British producer, Lord and advisor to the education minister during the terms of 
Tony Blair, Sir David Puttnam (1999) argued that in the UK, ‘After fifteen years concerted work 
with the film and television industry and the education sector, cineliteracy is an increasingly 
fundamental platform of national cultural policy’.  How did cineliteracy as a term, shift from 
Puttnam’s promise of shaping national cultural policy at the turn of the century, to its current 
reduced state of visibility when compared to media literacy and a newly emerging and all-
encompassing ‘film literacy’, as identified above by   the Film Literacy Advisory Group 2015? 
In his comprehensive historical account of these shifts, Screen Education: from film 
appreciation to media studies, Terry Bolas (2009) not only charted the shifts in media forms 
(cinema to television) but also the growing popularity of audiovisual media study in modern 
education settings. Bolas charted this shift by posing the question, ‘How did the study of film and 
television, and subsequently of media, shift its position from the margins of the curriculum in 
secondary education in the 1950s to become firmly established and widely available in higher 
education at the end of the 20th century?’ Bolas quickly identified film as sidestepping the 
unavoidable hierarchy of other texts such as literature. This was a boon to pedagogy as the films 
students wanted to view and the films schools wanted them to study as texts were often aligned. As 
such, any consideration of ‘film appreciation’ is inextricably linked with the cineliterate enjoyment 
of film, as Bolas (2009) argued: ‘The screen education movement therefore had its origins in the 
enjoyment of the local cinema programme – something which would never be forgotten’. The film 
festivals, foundations and charities studied in the cases below tacitly acknowledge this argument by 
Bolas and are ably equipped to address the enjoyment and engagement inherent in quality 
narrative documentary. 
Bolas identified the wartime role of film in troop training and public information 
dissemination as crucial in advancing the positive societal good of film appreciation in post-war 
Britain, ‘The importance of film and the portability of its performances were embedded in the 
consciousness of the population’ (Bolas 2009). Then in the post-war years the Society of Film 
Teachers (SFT) alongside the education arm of the BFI, actively promoted the ideal of a more 
discriminating, cultured film audience with a greater appreciation for the form. Bolas (2009) 
argued that while this was a laudable ambition, the inherent vagueness around how ‘appreciation’ 
61  
might be measured was problematic: 
It was never explained how this might work in practice, nor was the process of discrimination investigated. Such 
terminology tended to be deployed rather than scrutinized. The most obvious instance of this practice was in the 
use of the term ‘film appreciation’. The process of appreciating a film was never adequately defined, but it 
implied that, with time, it was possible to achieve a state of passive connoisseurship. 
Thankfully the documentaries this research is concerned with do not encourage the 
‘passive connoisseurship’ Bolas identified. Documentary that is supported by engaging bridging 
materials is a ‘lean forward’ viewing experience within the film appreciation component of 
cineliteracy. As such, within the educational deployment of documentary alongside the discussion 
and critical appraisal embedded in deploying that content, the vagueness Bolas identified is 
mitigated. In 1959, after a yearlong debate, the Society of Film Teachers (SFT) acknowledged the 
expanding possibilities of screen education to become the Society of Education in Film and 
Television (SEFT). By then ‘film’ and ‘film appreciation’ were losing ground to more inclusive 
nomenclature around ‘media studies’ and ‘media education’ in the UK, ‘There was, it seems, an 
evolutionary process at work: between the film appreciation decades (the 1930s – 1950s) and the 
media education decades of the 1980s…These were the transitional years of ‘screen education’ 
(Bolas 2009). This broad shift from the cultural high ground of film appreciation to anchoring 
movie image education in more relatable, everyday media such as television, continued apace 
through the ensuing decade into the 1980s. 
As an inclusive and contemporary conceptualisation of media education gained ground in 
the 1980s, the apparent exclusivity of ‘film appreciation’’ was thrown into sharp relief. As 
Bazalgette (2010) argued in Analogue Sunset: The Educational Role of the British Film Institute, 
1979-2007, a shift was also occurring around media texts as educator’s embraced television 
through influential works such as Len Masterman’s Teaching About Television (1980). Here 
Masterman identified ‘an increasing awareness by teachers of the problems associated with the use 
of film material in the classroom, an awareness which has led to a growing feeling that television 
might be a more appropriate and important medium for study’. As a result, argued Bazalgette 
(2010), ‘Film study began to be associated with esoteric, high cultural attitudes and attempts to 
wean learners off Hollywood and on to European art cinema’. While ‘cineliteracy’ still carries the 
high-cultural ‘baggage’ Bazalgette identified, documentary framing within this literacy also has 
potential to exert a democratising effect that may ground the term and address perceptions of 
cineliteracy being concerned purely with the appreciation of high art cinema. 
In 1997 as the Labour Party gained power in the UK, a study of the British film industry 
quickly followed. The Film Policy Review Group was established and in 1998 produced the 
report, A Bigger Picture, through the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS). A 
Bigger Picture speculated that a lack of ‘cineliteracy’ was preventing UK audiences from engaging 
62  
with UK films. Kuhn and Westwell (2012) also argued for cineliteracy’s wider currency in the 
1990s as an alternative ‘to the earlier, and perhaps by then a little old-fashioned-sounding, film 
appreciation’. As a result of the A Bigger Picture report, the BFI convened the Film Education 
Working Group to draft proposals to develop this identified need for ‘cineliteracy’. However as 
identified by Bazalgette, outside of an early acknowledgement and definition of cineliteracy ‘none 
of us wanted to single out ‘film’ in this one chance we might have for a serious influence on 
government policy. For this reason, the report uses the term ‘moving image media’ rather than 
‘film’ wherever it can’ (Bazalgette 2015). 
 
Towards a definition of cineliteracy 
It seems that there would be a good deal of consensus around the idea of a cineliterate person being someone 
with a knowledge of the history, contemporary range and social context of moving  images, the ability to analyse 
and explain how moving images make meaning and achieve effects, and some skill in the production of moving 
images. We would like to add a more fundamental observation: that cineliteracy must inevitably become a 
part of everyone’s basic literacy entitlement and should be treated as such. 
                     (BFI Film Education Working Group 1998) 
As a result of the efforts Bazalgette identified above, the UK was at the forefront of 
advancing notions of cineliteracy and foregrounding the value of such literacy in education during 
the 1990s (Parker 2002; Bazalgette 1995). The British Film Institute (BFI) guidelines for educators 
in Moving Images in the Classroom (2000) aimed to reach ‘beyond the Media Studies specialist to 
other subject teachers, to demonstrate the potential value of cineliteracy to enhance pupils’ 
performance and broaden their cultural experience’. The Moving Images in the Classroom 
guidelines marked a burgeoning attitudinal shift which would position the UK at the forefront of 
cineliteracy in education for the decade to come. The   BFI   guide   argued,   ‘Like   competence   
in   print, number   or   ICT   (Information Communication Technology), cineliteracy will 
increasingly underpin the whole curriculum’. The Film Education Working Group (1998) report, 
A Bigger Picture, identified this through the previous cineliteracy promotion through the 
Department of Culture Media and Sport (DCMS): 
‘Cineliteracy’ was deﬁned as greater awareness of the sheer variety of ﬁlms on offer, and deeper appreciation of 
the richness of different types of cinematic experience, [which] would encourage more people to enjoy to the full 
this major element of our culture. 
Crucially for the purposes of this research, the DCMS report also made the vital link 
between advancing levels of cineliteracy and economic benefits to the film industry. While 
acknowledging this narrower view of cineliteracy concerning ‘personal learning and pleasure’, the 
Film Education Working Group (1998) report also acknowledged: 
Further social and economic beneﬁts such learning would bring if it enabled ‘a broader range of ﬁlm-
makers, distributors and exhibitors [to] ﬁnd an audience and survive in the marketplace’ (ibid.). 
The Film Education Working Group (1998) report marked a crucial point in the literature 
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where the link between the promotion of cineliteracy and greater potential sustainability for the 
production and distribution sectors was made. However, despite the attempts (above) at a working 
definition of cineliteracy, certain scholars have urged caution in employing a term heavy with the 
weight of competing, historical definitions in particular when considering media enhanced with 
digital affordances. As Livingstone (2008) posited: 
One might argue that, if our task is that of identifying the emancipatory potential of new media, and critiquing the 
social and technological impediments to such potential, one would do well wish to avoid the connotations of 
this opaque, contested term, ‘literacy’, with its origins in high culture, its stuffy association with the world of 
authoritative printed books and its tendency to stigmatize those who lack it. 
Cineliteracy arguably still has much ground to cover in securing widespread 
acknowledgement and critical engagement. Jenkins (2006) stated, although evolving, multiple 
strands of literacy are now widely ‘understood to include not simply what we do with printed 
matter but also what we can do with media’, creative literacies, including cineliteracy, arguably still 
labour under the burden of establishing legitimacy in the classroom on par with traditional print-
based literacies. This reflects the historical struggle film education has always faced in gaining 
acceptance within the education academy. As Mark Reid argued in the Screening Literacy: Film 
education in Europe Executive Summary (2011), ‘Despite the best of intentions, it is fair to say that 
film education has always struggled to establish itself in school curricula. While the ‘traditional’ 
arts, especially music, art and literature, have commonly been established as core elements of 
national curricula, film (and media more generally) have typically been either absent or marginal’. 
However, as students operate within an educational environment increasingly characterized by an 
overabundance of digital audiovisual resources, the ability to critically parse documentary’s ‘creative 
treatment of actuality’ becomes increasingly relevant. In short, the specific cineliteracy affordances 
of documentary offer a path to greater legitimacy in the effective deployment of the moving image 
in education. By ‘embracing’ the creative, aesthetic appreciation of film in cineliteracy alongside 
the inherent critical, representational issues embedded in documentary, Burn and Reid (2012) 
identified that ‘tension between film (often conceived as an art form) and media more generally 
(often conceived as entertainment and information)’ may be addressed. 
How best to promote and develop these creative literacies in education? A continuation of 
the critical approach underpinning traditional literacies provides a solid foundation. Just as the 
critical analysis of print-based literacies hinged around an appreciation of industry practices, modes 
of production and inherent bias, these same skills must be carried forward into an understanding 
of cineliteracy. In his discussion of educational ‘produsage’ of content, Bruns (2008) argued these 
new literacies require that same extension and continuation of established literacy skills.  
Specifically,  ‘the ability to read critically…to understand specific models of production as well as 
produsage will introduce their own systematic biases into the outcome of their processes, and the 
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ability to assess and compare the quality of different information and knowledge resources on that 
basis’. 
Notably Kuhn and Westwell (2012) failed to acknowledge the reading/writing duality of 
literacy in their cineliteracy definition of ‘The understanding and appreciation of cinema and of 
the grammar of the moving image; the ability to analyse and evaluate films critically and 
competently’. Ultimately, as Maslen’s (2010) ‘battle for eyeballs’ gathers pace within the attention 
economy (Lanham 2006), the ongoing development of these creative screen and cine-literacies are 
crucial for student involvement in the active consumption environment of both ‘responding’ and 
‘making’ digital documentary. As Jenkins (2006) argued, ‘just as we would not traditionally assume 
that someone is literate if they can read but not write, we should not assume that someone 
possesses media literacy if they can consume but not express themselves’. But what of the 
education market relevance of these literacies? From a ‘demand’ side, these dynamic creative 
literacies, including cineliteracy, are vital in making sense of the new digital affordances inherent to 
digital distribution and key to nuanced interpretation and implementation of documentary in 
education. From the ‘supply’ side, an understanding and acknowledgment of cineliteracy can assist 
curators of content (film festivals, film foundations, distribution and production sectors) bridge 
their content into education. 
 
Defining documentary in the education market 
 
Speaking directly to the educative aspects of the form in A New History of Documentary 
Film Ellis and McLane (2005) argued, ‘documentary film remains one of the most effective ways 
to enhance understanding on a mass level’. A 2013 Council of Australasian University Librarians 
(CAUL) survey (Online Video Acquisition, Acceptance and Use) received a 92% response rate 
from Australian Universities and found the ‘majority (72.2%) rated documentaries most effective in 
terms of current or potential use’ (CAUL, 2013). How to define documentary content in the 
context of the ‘enhancement of understanding’ qualities identified by Ellis and McLane? These 
questions are difficult to address as they necessitate a clear identification and definition of 
documentary film. 
What actually constitutes ‘documentary’ content can easily be conceived very broadly 
within education. Content ranging from training videos outlining correct patient lifting procedure 
through to undergraduate student screenings of An Inconvenient Truth all potentially fall within a 
definition of documentary. A more useful question to ask may be, how does the market for 
documentary in education define the cultural product it deals in? If this question is applied, certain 
types of informal, freely accessible ‘Internet native’ content become excluded and the band of 
content which creates a formal market for filmmakers to produce, distributors to sell and 
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educators to license, becomes more clearly defined. Any serious examination of the role of 
documentary in the education market must acknowledge the interwoven strands of commerce and 
pedagogy implicit in this market. A key distinction of this research is the focus on education 
through the lens of documentary distribution - as opposed to documentary distribution from an 
education perspective. This focus can be seen throughout this thesis and in the selection and 
comparative analysis of the literature above. 
The question of what constitutes ‘documentary’ in this research therefore becomes a 
market-based question. In early scans of the literature, recent academic interest and research on 
MOOC’s (Massive Open Online Courses) uncovered a growing and attendant scholarly interest in 
audiovisual content to support online teaching methods. This research will not focus on informal 
freely accessible web content produced solely for an education audience. Many of these 
instructive, education-focused resources bear the hallmarks of documentary; but as factual, 
instructional videos, they fall outside the scope of this study. This research focuses on how 
professionally produced, narrative based documentaries with broad audience appeal in cinema 
and home entertainment are being implemented in education. Therefore, in attempting to define 
documentary content for the purposes of this research, it is not informal, user generated 
pedagogical resources which constitute the focus, but rather that documentary content existing as a 
valuable cultural product transacted within a formal education market: in short, An Inconvenient 
Truth as opposed to the training video which outlines correct patient lifting procedure. 
To better understand the motivations for excluding literature on education-focused content 
from a study focusing on the education sector, it is useful to understand the development of this 
educationally relevant but crucially non-monetised content. The exponential growth of video on 
the web identified above, has inevitably led to a corresponding increase in online, education 
focussed, video content. From an education perspective, factual online content that is both 
instructional and that supplements recorded lectures, has proved particularly popular. In part, this 
popularity is an inevitable consequence of the total increase in online video. Arising from this 
explosion of online content, university targeted offerings from web giants such as iTunes (iTunes 
U) and YouTube (YouTube Edu), as well as smaller non-profits such as Khan Academy, began to 
offer educators and students a huge selection of instructional, often lecture based, content to 
support their teaching and learning outcomes. Adler & Brown (2008) classified this video content 
as Open Educational Resources (OER) with the creation, distribution and pedagogical value of this 
largely free access, non-monetised resource of ongoing discussion within education communities. 
Despite, or more likely as a result of, OER resources operating largely in a non-commercial and 
non-monetised space, there does exist a large educational audience for this content. Crucially 
however, there is not a significant corresponding market to study. Therefore, OER will only be 
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assessed against the major context for this research: the prevailing documentary markets and 
industry based sector. 
In short, this research focuses on the kind of documentary content contributing to the 
‘increasing value of documentary narratives as a source of education and entertainment’ (Borua 
2012). Subsequently, in addition to the theoretical lens of cineliteracy and documentary content, 
the questions informing this research are predicated upon actual industry dynamics as opposed to 
questions around broader pedagogical issues concerning teaching and learning outcomes. This 
section has identified the education-relevant, largely free-access OER content this research will not 
consider. The following section outlines the ways in which a documentary can be demarcated and 
defined within this research. 
 
The Griersonian documentary – Abiding popularity and educational relevance 
 
The literature above first identified documentary content falling outside the scope of this 
research. Literature on the Griersonian documentary tradition provides further guidance on 
content which falls within the scope of research. In addition to other documentary definitions 
(such Screen Australia recognition via the Producer Offset) clear historical precedents exist for a 
genre of documentary content situated within what can be referred to as, the Griersonian tradition. 
A theme emerging from Chapter One was the longstanding, privileged position of narrative 
documentary in society. This historical progression of documentary has been forever bound to the 
educative potential of the form. Within the Western canon, this can be understood as a 
continuum from the early promise of the Lumière’s ‘actuality’ films to later Griersonian 
championing of documentary for societal good through propaganda, nation-building and 
dissemination of public information. This broad understanding of documentary’s potential (as a 
societal good) extends to and embraces the longstanding function of documentary as a resource 
within formal and informal education settings. 
What constitutes this ‘Griersonian’ approach to documentary and further, where is the 
relevance for contemporary education audiences? A still towering historical figure in our 
contemporary understanding of documentary, John Grierson was a tireless proselytiser for the 
power of the form to engage, elucidate and educate. As the first Commissioner of the National 
Film Board of Canada, a body that would develop an august history of documentary as the 
‘national art form’ of Canada, Grierson wrote in 1940 to the Australian Government stating his 
motivations for the development of documentary within the Commonwealth. His report 
referenced the emergent power of the documentary form to convey information and engage a 
public alongside a stated need for government support to enable this. Grierson argued, ‘film is a 
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powerful medium of information and if mobilised in an orderly way under a determined 
government policy, is of special value to the Australian Government at the present juncture’ (cited 
in Moran and O’Regan 1985). Grierson often returned in this report to the educational potential 
of documentary. 
Grierson also stated that potential cannot be realised without a broader distribution focus 
across formal and informal educational settings, ‘utilisation of screen space is only half the story. 
The other half - and an increasingly important half - is the utilisation of film in all branches of 
education and public discussion (i.e. the so-called 'non-theatrical' field)’. Grierson’s 
conceptualisation of narrative and actuality combining for a public good, continues to inform 
contemporary understanding of feature documentary across theme, form and moral motivation. 
However, as Deane Williams argued in Australian Post-War Documentary Film (2008) 
Grierson, whether knowingly or unknowingly, was active in his personal myth-making through 
prolific early writing on documentary such as First Principles of Documentary (1932). In many 
parts of the Commonwealth, including Australia, Grierson’s writing on his films, his ‘vision’ for 
them, often preceded distribution of the films themselves. Not only did these missives from 
Grierson position an audience in terms of reception, but also subsumed his multiple (and 
nameless) collaborators under the solo Griersonian persona. This occurred amid a growing global 
mark of quality associated with a ‘Grierson film’. Aufderheide (2007) cited Brian Winston, one of 
Grierson's most trenchant critics, who problematized the well-worn ‘creative treatment of actuality’ 
approach. Winston argued this both avoided the ‘truth telling’ responsibility of the form by 
documentary identifying as art, while simultaneously sidestepping the challenges of artistic work by 
pointing to documentary serving a higher social purpose. Both Williams (2008) and Aufderheide 
(2007) tempered scholarly inclination to elevate Grierson to mythic status (particularly within the 
Australian context of his contemporary Stanley Hawes) although both still acknowledge the power 
and influence of Grierson and the ‘Griersonian’ documentary in terms of education and nation 
building during the post-war years. 
While identifying documentary as unalloyed ‘societal good’ may now be framed and 
deployed more critically as a result of cine and media literacy frameworks, documentary remains a 
privileged filmic mode within formal and informal education settings. As Paul Rotha, one of 
Grierson’s contemporaries and close collaborators stated, ‘The initial purpose of documentary 
filmmaking was to educate audiences about social issues and to engage them as active participants 
of governmental and public affairs’ (Rotha 1936). 
Moyano argued this acknowledgement of the power of documentary to educate and 
motivate audiences should also reinforce an attendant responsibility within education to ‘train 
individuals to critique documentary films and comprehend their messages to develop responsible 
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citizens in democratic societies’ (Moyano 2012). Similarly, Aufderheide (2007) identified the 
‘Griersonian mandate to educate and inform in the service of civic unity’. In 1942, Grierson 
unequivocally stated, ‘The documentary idea was basically not a film idea at all but a new idea for 
public education’ (cited in Aufderheide 2007). Similarly, in his canonical ‘discourse of sobriety’ 
positioning of the form, Nichols reminded us that documentary evolved not only to educate the 
populace around social issues but that while doing so, it became elevated as a privileged filmic 
mode negotiating the ‘truth claims’ inherent in the form’s representational reality.  As Nichols 
(1991) argued ‘Dziga Vertov, John Grierson, Paul Rotha, Pare Lorentz all extolled the 
documentary as a morally superior form of filmmaking, as a responsible contributor to the 
discourses of sobriety’. 
The documentary ‘type’ identified in this research – engaging, narrative documentary films 
made for and distributed through TV, cinema screens and an education market – should be 
understood within this historical context identified in the literature; that is, as work by filmmakers, 
often state or philanthropically supported, making and distributing documentary films with 
audience appeal, educational relevance and an awareness of the form’s broader moral and societal 
responsibilities. In a contemporary context, this Griersonian approach to ‘quality’ narrative 
documentary is seen in many of the documentary works supported through funding bodies such as 
the British Film Institute (BFI), UK organisations such as BRITDOC, Good Pitch and the still 
active work of the Grierson Trust and the Grierson Documentary Awards. Several of these 
organisations form part of the case studies below. With the aim, to recognise ‘outstanding films 
that demonstrate integrity, originality and technical excellence, together with social or cultural 
significance’ (Grierson Foundation 2013), these awards succinctly acknowledge the legacy of 
Griersonian documentary, underscore their continued relevance to education audiences and 
demarcate this documentary form from the rise of reality and factual formats. 
Indeed, as Griersonian ‘keepers of the flame’, the Grierson Trust has previously sought to 
distance the high quality, narrative documentary it supports, from the digitally mediated rise of 
reality TV sharing hallmarks of the form. As they have argued ‘With the dominance of formatted 
and reality TV content on our screens we believe it is more important than ever for students to 
have exposure to quality documentary films which offer a deeper understanding of key issues 
about community, environment and social justice both within the UK and beyond’ (Grierson 
Foundation 2013). 
Australian documentary scholars such as FitzSimons (2011) have also drawn attention to 
this problematic relationship between what can be characterised as competing factual forms. Citing 
John Corner, FitzSimons (2011) suggested documentary's previously dominant themes of 
journalistic enquiry, exposition, independent documentary's alternative perspective and Grierson's 
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democratic civics have been displaced by diversion, ‘where factual entertainment is designed not to 
‘sweeten the pill’ in order to convey information, but solely to attract the maximum audience’ 
(cited in FitzSimons, 2011). At the 2012 Australian International Documentary Conference 
(AIDC) Trevor Graham (2012) argued: 
One has to ask, where is the ‘public’ in public broadcasting when it comes to the last four to five years of SBS 
programming? What did, James May’s Toy Stories or Top Gear Australia have to do the with the SBS charter to 
provide services that, ‘inform, educate and entertain all Australians and, in doing so, reflect Australia`s 
multicultural society’? From SBS recently, outside of a couple of worthwhile series like, Go Back to Where 
You Came From, there has been scant commitment to local Australian documentary stories. 
It is too simplistic to dismiss Graham's comments as the sole frustrations of an independent 
documentarian witnessing a funding and commissioning landscape shift beneath him. 
Documentary situated within the Griersonian tradition, which is work that engages, educates and 
entertains all, without losing sight of the acknowledged societal responsibilities of the form, 
remains vital. As Graham (2012) went on to argue, ‘They are an important arm of our ‘civic 
culture’. They bring Australian life, hopes, dreams, losses, heroes, and ordinary folk to our screens 
– and are part of our national ‘family album’. And they help put the ‘public’ into ‘public 
broadcasting’, by holding up a mirror to our life as a nation’. As addressed above, it may be a 
telling development that the national documentary forum (AIDC) where Graham aired these 
frustrations in 2015, rebranded from a previously unequivocal documentary focus to an inclusive, 
digitally engaged ‘content’ conference (NET-WORK-PLAY). 
Additionally, within the Australian context, Grierson's legacy can be witnessed in the work 
of social issue based, education minded feature documentary focussed organisations such as the 
Shark Island Institute, the Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF) and their Good Pitch event, 
The Australian Documentary Forum (OzDox) and the educationally relevant films recognised in 
the annual Australian Teachers of Media (ATOM) Awards. Grierson's fervent belief in the power 
of documentary as a tool for public good in holding up a ‘window to the world’ can also be 
witnessed in the work of famed Australian documentarians such David Bradbury, Robin 
Anderson, Dennis O’Rourke and Bob Connolly and in more recent times through filmmakers 
such as Rachel Perkins with her landmark series, First Australians. 
 
The role of the offset in defining documentary 
 
Scholarly debate over the creative nature and definition of documentary is extensive and 
ongoing. Crucially, this debate around the definition of documentary does not exist solely as an 
abstract scholarly concern. If scholars are to fully engage with Lobato’s (2012) ‘distribution-
centred model of film studies’, then the industrial and market implications of documentary 
definition must be confronted. This holistic approach to defining documentary begins in the 
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Australian sector by considering the terms of Screen Australia’s Producer Offset for domestic 
production. Whether a documentary falls within or without this definition determines whether 
the producer may apply for a tax offset of between 20% and 40% of the qualifying Australian 
production expenditure (QAPE). Consequently, the definition of documentary, as prescribed in 
the Producer Offset, has enormous implications for the Australian documentary sector, including 
the work it can produce and distribute to education audiences. In 2012, the Australian Treasury 
conducted consultation on a legislative amendment to the documentary definition with the office 
of Assistant Treasurer David Bradbury, stating, ‘The new definition will be developed to align 
with relevant broadcasting legislation and longstanding industry practice’ (cited in Bodey 2012). The 
revised documentary definition was included in the Australian Government amendments to the 
Income Tax Assessment Act 1997 and received Royal Assent in June 2013. The following description not 
only addresses documentary definition but also delineates this content against the factual/infotainment 
content above. 
 
Meaning of documentary: 
 
1. A film is a documentary if the film is a creative treatment of actuality, having regard to: 
a) the extent and purpose of any contrived situation featured in the film; and 
b) the extent to which the film explores an idea or a theme; and 
c) the extent to which the film has an overall narrative structure; and 
d) any other relevant matters. 
Exclusion of infotainment or lifestyle programs and magazine programs: 
2. However, a film is not a documentary if it is: 
a) an  infotainment  or  lifestyle  program  (within  the  meaning  of  Schedule  6  to  the 
Broadcasting Services Act 1992); or 
b) a film that: presents factual information 
c) has 2 or more discrete parts, each dealing with a different subject or a different aspect of 
the same subject; and 
d) does not contain an overarching narrative structure or thesis. 
                                                                                                                                             
  (Australian Government, Tax and Superannuation Laws Amendment 2013) 
 
After a well-publicised disagreement and ensuing court case between the producers of 
Lush House and Screen Australia over the eligibility of a domestic cleaning themed program as a 
‘documentary’, these amendments arguably restored ‘the original understanding of the term 
‘documentary’ in the context of the Producer Offset’ (Screen Australia 2013) and are consistent 
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with the Documentary Guidelines applied by the Australian Communications and Media 
Authority (ACMA). 
Certainly this Producer Offset definition of documentary is relevant within the Australian 
context. The question remains how to place parameters for documentary definitions around the 
international case studies and industry mapping below? The majority of documentaries in receipt 
of the Producer Offset are also broadcast on television, often ABC or SBS. This broadcast is in 
keeping with the broad appeal, narrative documentary that is the concern of this research. 
Furthermore, it is often a TV broadcast that first brings a documentary to the attention of 
educators either as ‘live’ broadcast, online through ‘catch-up’ platforms, or through the provisions 
of the Screenrights licence as a result of an initial TV broadcast. These characteristics provide a 
framework for a simple international definition of documentary within this research. Therefore, in 
the UK and US case studies in Chapters Five and Six, documentary is defined practically as a 
‘broadcast documentary’. The content will have been monetised through production, sales and 
further licencing. This definition also functions for theatrical documentaries as the vast majority 
also receive some form of TV broadcast as a result of theatrical exposure. In marked contrast to 
instructional, presenter-led or lecture based content used in education context, the ‘broadcast 
documentary’ definition demarcates professional, industry-based productions aimed at 
marketization and wider distribution into ancillary markets such as education. Up to this point, the 
literature has been able to help demarcate what defines documentary in relation to this research. 
However, the distribution of said documentaries remains a primary concern of the research and 
warrants review within the existing literature. 
 
Distribution considerations 
 
As stated by Curtis et al. (2012): ‘There is little published research that specifically assesses 
the consumption of narrative fiction video, such as movies, television drama, short films and user 
generated content, especially by Australian Internet users’. Similar to Lauren Carroll Harris’s 
(2012) own pioneering scholarly analysis of contemporary Australian film distribution,  this  
research  ‘faces  obstructions  in  the  fluidity  of  the  digital  realm,  and methodological 
limitations, as distributors and exhibitors commercial data is often closely guarded and informal 
distribution figures are often altogether absent from regular indexes’. In addition, scholars (De 
Vany & Walls 1999; Cannon 2010; Kaufman et al. 2009) have all addressed the difficulty in 
sourcing accurate data and identified the complexity of film and audiovisual content as an object of 
study. As De Vany & Walls (1999) stated: 
One has to be humble in approaching this subject – the movie business is complicated and hard to 
understand. There are many reasons for this difficulty: motion pictures are complex products that are difficult to 
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make well; no one knows they like a movie until they see it; movies are ‘one-off’ unique products; movies 
enter and exit the market on a continuing basis; weekly box-office revenues are concentrated on only three or 
four top ranking films; most movies lose money. 
In his section investigating cultural producers in Research Methods in Cultural Studies, 
Aeron Davis (cited in Pickering 2008) also highlighted the challenges for researchers in this area: 
There is a large amount of commercial information on the cultural industries which is relatively 
inaccessible. Some reports and financial/industry data are produced by commercial research companies 
and expensive to obtain. Other reports tend to be produced and circulated only amongst industry 
specialists. Others still are regarded as very politically or commercially sensitive and are the hardest to 
access. In each of these cases the academic researcher must make personal contact with those involved 
and attempt to persuade them to pass on copies. 
This difficulty in sourcing accurate data on the theatrical and home entertainment 
distribution of screen content is longstanding. Unsurprisingly, this difficulty also extends to the 
education market. In his historical analysis of the US market for academic  films, Academic films 
for the classroom: a history, Alexander (2010) reminded us ‘The secrecy surrounding actual sales 
remains a major reason why today adequate statistics cannot be derived regarding the number of 
films sold by a given company, or the ‘best sellers’ of any era or sub-genre’. The specific focus of 
this research on ‘documentary’ as distinct from other factual, education relevant, audiovisual has 
been outlined above. However, Alexander’s difficulty in gathering data on screen content 
distribution within the education market is a recurring challenge in this field regardless of content 
type. 
Despite these challenges, the  vital  nature  of  distribution  as  it  exists  within  cultural 
production has been underlined in recent years - as has the need for  further  scholarly attention in 
this area. Several scholars (Lobato 2012; Cunningham 2012; Knee 2011; Cannon, 2010; Carroll 
Harris 2012) have addressed the primacy of distribution in film studies and the relative lack of 
academic and scholarly attention to this cultural and economic mechanism. As Lobato (2012) 
argued, ‘…to be of social consequence, a film must first reach an audience. In other words, it must 
be distributed.  Distribution plays a crucial role in film culture – it determines what films we see, 
and when and how we see them; and it also determines what films we do not see.’ In Lobato’s 
2012 book Shadow Economies of Cinema: Mapping Informal Distribution he consistently 
emphasised questions of ‘access’ in cinema culture. These issues of access and distribution align 
with the focus of this research on access, albeit formal access, within the education foci of this 
research.  As Lobato (2012) argued: 
We need to take distributive politics as seriously as we do textual politics. A distribution-centred model of film 
studies asks: who is the audience? How are they constructed as such? What are the material limits that 
determine which texts are available to which audiences? 
Lobato’s argument was further supported by Cannon (2010) in his thesis, The United 
States of Unscreened Cinema: The political Economy of the Self-Distribution of Cinema where he 
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cited Garnham (1990) in arguing that it is only through a distribution lens that the real relations of 
film business can be examined. Cannon (2010) also cited Connes (1997) and Moran (1996) in 
arguing, ‘…it is distribution that still determines the potential for both accessing audiences and 
reaping profit. Distribution, then, entails the ‘most crucial’ component of the industrialized process 
by which films become products for circulation’. Furthermore, a lack of focus on a distribution-
centred model of film studies ignores both the driving economic force and the main beneficiaries 
of ongoing content creation and circulation. As Knee (2011) argued, it is content aggregators not 
content creators that have long been the overwhelming source of content distribution and access: 
The economic structure of the media business is not fundamentally different from that of business in 
general. The most-prevalent sources of industrial strength are the mutually reinforcing competitive 
advantages of scale and customer captivity. Content creation simply does not lend itself to either, while 
aggregation is amenable to both. 
Cannon also provided useful visual illustration of aggregation by describing film 
distribution as an on-going, non-linear process with all aspects influencing and influenced by each 
other. Although Cannon’s breakdown of distribution processes was geared towards feature film 
distribution (i.e. a separation of marketing and publicity), it acts as a useful template to consider the 
education market and distribution of documentary within. 
 
• Marketing: The commercial advertising of a film. 
• Publicity: The efforts to promote awareness of a film; through press, social networks, 
word-of-mouth outreach campaigns, etc. 
• Circulation: The shipping, uploading, downloading, and sharing of a film. 
• Transmission: The delivery, projection, and exhibition of a film. 
• Management: The strategizing, selling, and sales fulfilment of a film.  
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Figure 2: The United States of unscreened cinema: The political economy of the self- distribution of cinema 
in the US (Cannon 2010) 
Collectively, the above authors mounted a convincing case for renewed appreciation of 
audiovisual content distribution and ‘distributive politics’ as a cultural consumption mechanism. 
Carroll Harris (2012) vividly underlined the primacy of distribution studies arguing, ‘Distributors 
do not just chase demand, they create it…they are the passage and the roadblock between 
filmmakers and spectators’. Having outlined the value of a distribution- centred model to approach 
this research, the following section outlines some key physical and digital distribution 
characteristics of the education market for documentary. 
 
Defining distribution in the education market for documentary 
 
In defining what the education market for documentary is, it is useful to first clarify what it 
is not. Outside of being linked through certain shared content, both the education market and the 
home entertainment market have historically been regarded as separate and markedly different 
ancillary markets. Historically this has also been reflected in the pricing and licence embedded in 
that purchase between the home and education markets. The longstanding practice of distributors 
dealing with the education market has been to offer an “education licence” for their titles. Often 
alongside this educational licence, a documentary was concurrently available for purchase on DVD 
or in retail. This purchase includes the “home use” licence often unacknowledged by the casual 
home viewer. Understanding the distinction between the same film, being available at the same 
time, for home and education use but being priced differently as different licences apply is a good 
way to illustrate the distribution of content in the education market. Based on the authors previous 
industry practice it is understood that educators do not always purchase the higher priced 
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education licence. This raises several important questions. One, are the educators aware of the 
justification behind the higher priced educational licence? And secondly, to what degree their 
ignorance, disregard, or deliberate rejection of the education licence is impacting the documentary 
sector? As digital streaming of documentary films via home use licences inevitably increases (an 
educator using their personal Netflix account to screen a documentary in class) the question of 
whose responsibility it is to address the effectiveness of the educational licence becomes more 
relevant. While this question falls outside the current scope of this research it remains a worthy 
direction for future research. 
 
Despite these questions around licencing, it is understood the education market has 
distinct characteristics, which separate it from that of the home entertainment market. Indeed as 
Handman (2010) argued in relation to Video-on-Demand (VoD) distribution, ‘With few 
exceptions, VoD delivery of theatrical feature films or home video titles exists in a separate market 
universe which, because of its size, corporate complexity, revenues, and target audiences, bears 
little relationship to documentary and educational video distribution, or to the library and school 
media marketplace’. However certain unique characteristics of this ‘separate market universe’ of 
film distribution in education are key considerations of this research. These include educational 
balancing of engaging narrative content alongside pedagogical relevance. They also include the role 
of bridging material such as study guides, websites, teacher’s notes and additional material in 
shaping distributor and educator content curation and eventual remuneration. In an effort to 
unpack this separate market universe of education, the following section examines the broader 
context of DVD and digital screen content distribution in a global and local context through 
existing literature and industry reports. Relevant DVD market literature is examined including the 
format’s ongoing popularity in education and possible qualities accounting for that popularity. 
Throughout, the literature speaks to a key theme drawn from the introductory chapters above: 
Australian educators access a huge range of both free and paid audiovisual content across digital 
and physical media. 
 
DVD 
A decade ago, industry and scholarly commentators were broadly aligned on the vitality of 
DVD distribution. A buoyant home entertainment market for physical media led Caldwell (2005) 
to declare ‘The US theatrical box office now functions mostly to show feature films as ‘trailers’ or 
‘previews’ for the vast and lucrative DVD market, whose sales now exceed domestic theatrical box-
office revenues’. In less than a decade much has changed both globally and within the US market 
Caldwell speaks to. As UK film market analyst Stephen Follows (2015) observed, ‘For the past 
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decade, DVD revenue has been shrinking quickly, due to piracy and changing consumer viewing 
habits’. Follows lucidly illustrated drop-off in DVD usage through comparison analysis of Netflix 
DVD acquisitions set against the company’s digital acquisitions. Follows stated, ‘In just three 
months (July to Sept 2014) Netflix spent $1.2 billion acquiring new content for its streaming 
service and a further $16 million on new DVDs’. Certainly, this disparity between Netflix’s 
spending on digital and physical media is startling. The temptation is to announce that, when 
compared to digital, DVD is ‘dead in the water’.  This pronouncement would ignore that $16M is 
still a significant spend on physical media. In line with this spend on acquisitions, Netflix devoted 
$470m to marketing its streaming service and just $0.2m promoting its DVD service in 2013. 
These purchasing and acquisition decisions by Netflix echo (and also drive) audience embrace of 
digital to the inevitable detriment of physical media. 
On first reading, these numbers seem to offer little confidence from Netflix regarding their 
DVD business. The ongoing small DVD spend from Netflix identifies the historical ‘stickiness’ of 
their incumbent DVD business as it runs concurrent with the company’s growing digital focus. 
Netflix spends (relatively) little on DVD acquisition or marketing, despite DVD consumers 
representing a steady and still significant audience of 6 million US residents continuing to pay for 
the DVD-only service in 2014. Scholarly analysis of literature addressing the decline of DVD must 
be cognisant of the longstanding dominance of this physical media format, while also exercising 
caution that still significant revenues generated via DVD sales are not overlooked. In business sales 
terminology, DVD is still ‘coming off a very high base’ if clear-eyed assessment of the format’s 
decline is to be applied. Frommer (2014) highlighted the ‘stickiness’ of physical media formats 
stating, ‘DVD rental is still a real business for Netflix, and its decline is now even stabilizing…DVD 
and Blu-ray offer amazing and comprehensive selection that keeps a core membership uniquely 
satisfied’. 
In 2015, while millions of DVDs were still purchased globally, a cohort of industry analysts, 
commentators, scholars and market research firms have been quick to chart the decline of the 
format - both globally and in the Australian context. Despite physical media sales in Australia still 
representing a near billion dollar industry in 2013/2014, a PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) report 
projected US electronic home video revenue would exceed that of physical home video in 2016 
while ‘physical home entertainment revenue will fall more than 28% from $12.2 billion in 2013 to 
$8.7 billion in 2018’ (cited in Lang 2014). Within an Australian context, the steady downward 
trend of physical media sales has been evident in the literature for some time. Screen Australia 
(2012) reported startling falls in DVD sales early in the decade, ‘Video sales continued a 
downward trend through 2010 and 2011, falling 12 per cent and 25 per cent respectively’. Despite 
an increase in Blu-ray disc purchases, this rise still failed to stem the overall decline in physical 
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media sales over that period. Understandably, AHEDA, the Australian Home Entertainment 
Distributors Association, described the same period in less stark terms: ‘DVD and Blu-ray 
combined sales are declining year on year in Australia from a peak of AUD 1.4bn in 2008 
declining to AUD 1.29bn in 2010 and a further fall of 8% in 2011’ (2012). However, as of 2012, 
AHEDA wound down their reporting on the decline of physical media sales and refocused on the 
rapidly growing digital aspect of their business. As AHEDA CEO Simon Bush briefly noted in a 
2014 report, ‘despite the strong digital sales, the physical business continues to decline’. In the 
education market, this decline was most recently evidenced in Video Education Australia’s (VEA) 
decision to shutter the company’s ongoing DVD distribution. 
A scan of the most recent industry literature from market research firm IBISWorld’s 
Motion Picture and Video Distribution in Australia report confirms this downward trend: 
Film, TV and home entertainment distribution revenues in Australia are projected to fall by 3.1% to $2 
billion in 2013-2014 due to the continuing decline in DVD and Blu-ray sales…despite higher profit margins 
from increases in digital downloads, profit is expected to decrease to 8.5% of industry revenue in 2018-19, as 
industry wages rise and as DVD and Blu-ray disc margins continue to fall (cited in Groves 2013). 
Nevertheless, as outlined above, any analysis of physical media decline must be tempered 
with an acknowledgment of the still formidable value of the existing market. As of February 2015 
the most recent AHEDA data available still  placed  Australian  physical media sales just shy of a 
billion dollar industry with revenue from physical media at $951.3 million, down by 10% from 
$1.059 billion in 2013. Other industry commentators such as Sampo Media have framed DVD’s 
decline in terms  of shifting concepts of ownership, a development with significant relevance to an 
education market, ‘The aggressive, and possibly in retrospect, ill-advised discounting of  DVD  has 
dramatically reduced what consumers see as a fair price for a film. A big change in consumer 
habits has now set in. Ownership has in many ways given way in the on-demand world to access. 
Music is now fully engaged with this new reality and film inevitably will follow suit’ (Sampo Media 
2014). The aforementioned pedagogical concerns of an education market inevitably place the 
‘access’ Sampo identified as a key consideration for effective educational use. Ongoing DVD 
cataloguing and access within education libraries are now shifting to digital versions of cataloguing 
and access. Within this digital extension of content, attendant recurring costs of re-licencing digital 
content to continue that access arise. These shifts are further examined in the subsection of 
Australian digital education literature below. 
Compounding overall consumer decline in DVD sales, the ‘bricks and mortar’ rental 
sector continues to suffer through ongoing closures of the physical video stores. IBISWorld’s 
Video and DVD hire outlets report, claimed the number of Australian retail outlets has ‘halved to 
about 1,000 businesses employing 3,650 people as revenues contracted by an annual average of 
nearly 16% in the past five years’ (cited in Groves 2014). The report outlined the gravity of the 
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situation for this sector, 
The scale of the industry’s decline since the late 2000s has been startling; the major players are steadily 
reducing their network of bricks-and-mortar stores, largely as franchisees go out of business. The major players are 
diversifying into the delivery of movies through alternative methods, notably DVD kiosks and online 
streaming. 
This widely reported and highly visible decline of established physical media businesses 
arguably hastened the nascent public perception of DVD’s being technology of the past and not 
the present. 
In contrast to the home market, the fate of DVD in education is more opaque. This speaks 
to the unique market characteristics underpinning screen content consumption and usage in 
education. Aligning with the literature above (Walls 2010) stated, ‘Digital versatile discs (DVDs) 
and home video in general have become a very important market component for the screen 
content industries’. Walls went on to argue the combination of theatrical release content, straight 
to DVD content and programming originally broadcast on FTA or Pay TV within the DVD 
market, delivers less skewed, ‘winner takes all’ distribution compared to the theatrical release 
market. However, viewing habits and content purchasing trends within a home entertainment 
market are not directly mirrored in education. In fact, a documentary available in both may face 
grim prospects on DVD within the home market but buoyant educational sales on DVD to 
secondary and tertiary libraries. As confirmed by both Macdonald and Steiner in previous research 
(cited in Elkington 2011), the viability of DVD in the Australian market still appeared strong at the 
outset of the decade. In his AIDC 2013, Making Money Under the Education Kanopy session 
statement at the 2013 Australian International Documentary Conference (AIDC), Andrew Pike, 
the MD of educational distributor Ronin Films, stated 85% of the company’s sales were on DVD 
with this number rising, not falling (cited in Einspruch 2013). However, as the rapid closure of 
bricks and mortar DVD stores attest, purchasing decisions on media formats can move swiftly. 
Industry reports on the DVD format’s fortunes in education since Pike’s statements in 2013 
cannot be found. 
Certainly Ronin’s confidence in ongoing DVD sales is not shared by EnhanceTV, the 
distribution subsidiary of not-for-profit Screenrights. As of June 2013, EnhanceTV ceased to 
provide off-air recorded content to teachers on DVD as they transitioned to a download only 
option via EnhanceTV and subscription streaming option EnhanceTV  Direct (EnhanceTV News 
2013). With an absence of specific EnhanceTV data for current DVD vs. download demand, 
researchers in this area can only speculate on whether the decision to phase out DVD is ‘more 
stick than carrot’ in terms on encouraging educational take-up of EnhanceTV and EnhanceTV 
Direct’s digital distribution services. Gresham Bradley, the manager of New Zealand’s eTV, a 
digital education distributor is unequivocal regarding the future for DVD in education: 
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It is an ‘end of life’ industry…you can see what has happened with music and the same thing is happening with 
video, hard media storage is no longer desired, DVDs were really just an extension of a life span of what was called 
VHS tapes, people do not want to have stacks of shelves…they don’t want the DVDs floating around…who 
knows who’s got it, did it get broken? Oh what do we do now? (Bradley 2014). 
Certainly Gresham’s argument around storage is relevant to education as institutions look 
to save on physically housing DVDs alongside time-consuming staff handling of DVDs. Another 
relevant consideration around the use of DVD’s is price. Reflecting the not-for-profit status of 
Screenrights, is the actual cost of digital downloads via their video streaming subsidiary, 
EnhanceTV. Educators can save up to 35% when a series is downloaded as opposed to ordered 
via DVD (EnhanceTV News 2013). This places pricing of EnhanceTV digital content significantly 
lower than that of commercial competitors, most notably for titles also available through 
commercial digital distributors such as Kanopy. The possible implications of commercial 
distributors competing with not-for-profit such as EnhanceTV on the same documentary titles is an 
evolving issue worthy of further study. While the literature is unanimous regarding the slow decline 
of DVD in the home market, the Ronin Films statement and EnhanceTV action appear to offer 
competing narratives around the commercial viability of DVD in the education market. The 
following section reveals a more nuanced understanding of these shifts through close analysis of 
existing literature around the move from DVD to digital in an education market context. 
 
 
Ownership to access 
 
Much of the literature discussing screen content acquisition in libraries concerns the shift 
from outright ownership of physical media (DVD) to recurring licencing of digital content (VoD 
streaming services). The shift from ‘ownership to accesses’ may progress fluidly in home 
entertainment market but for libraries in the education sector the shift it is more problematic. 
Education librarians seek to balance responsibilities of curation, cataloguing and preservation 
alongside digital affordances and disruption. The extent to which this digital disruption is impacting 
libraries has so far been problematic as Handman (2008) suggested, 
Libraries have traditionally bought physical collections outright and in perpetuity: A book or DVD is 
purchased once and retained in the collection ‘forever,’ barring physical disintegration. While libraries 
routinely pay annual subscription fees for print and online journals, the notion of repeatedly ‘re-buying’ a 
monographic work in the collection–i.e., a single title that does not add content or value from year to 
year—is completely foreign. 
In addition to these institutional factors, practical concerns of cost, availability, time 
considerations and ease of access, also contribute to DVD’s current and future existence on 
education library shelves. Referencing his early experiments with video in education, Hartley 
(2010) stated, ‘simplicity, ease of use and accessibility are more important than functionality, 
control or purposive direction’. This is a view also echoed by Gaffney (2010) who argued, ‘The 
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availability, suitability and cost of technological tools play an integral role in teachers’ take-up of 
digital content. Rapidly evolving technologies and the influence of the marketplace on teachers’ 
choices of instructional technology are having profound impacts on the levels of classroom use of 
digital curriculum resources’. 
The education sector’s desire for these identified qualities of simplicity, ease of use and 
accessibility account both for DVD’s continued existence in education and the reticence of some 
educators to embrace the perceived complexity of digital content access and deployment. A key 
current reference in the literature ably covering the digital shift in educational resources is the 
Council of Australasian University Librarians (CAUL) 2013 report, Online Video Acquisition, 
Acceptance and Use. The report drew on a comprehensive member survey underlining both the 
disruption of digital and the legacy of physical media, 
Approaching half of respondents (45.5%) believe online video is good value in comparison with DVD, but there is 
a large proportion (36.4%) who are unsure or yet to decide. In combination with the negatives (18.2%) the 
undecided leave the outcome somewhat open. Those who answered yes believed that superior accessibility, 
space savings,  and decreased manual handling compensated for, or outweighed, the higher cost of online 
video and the  (primarily)  subscription  model  (though  it  was  noted  that  even  outright purchased DVDs 
can attract some ‘exorbitant’ additional costs). 
The question highlighted in the CAUL report on the relative ‘value’ of DVD as compared 
to the same resource on digital is a recurring theme in the literature (Handman et al. 2008, 
Handman 2010, Cleary et al. 2014). Cleary (in conjunction with Kanopy) has published on a trial 
of Patron Driven Acquisition (PDA) conducted at QUT which seeks to address this ‘value’ 
question by aligning library budgets to reflect actual use of content and deliver an improved return 
on investment (ROI). Although it is still emerging as a licencing model, Cleary (2014) argued PDA 
may become an increasingly requested option for libraries, 
PDA is an unexplored model for acquisition of video, for which library collection development is complicated by 
higher storage and delivery costs, labor overheads for content selection and acquisition, and a dynamic film 
industry in which media and the technology that supports it is changing daily. 
The PDA model may help alleviate the ‘budget pain’ felt by many tertiary institutions 
regarding their increasing acquisition budgets. As a case in point, the Harvard University Faculty 
Advisory Council in 2012 described the pricing of online journal access as ‘untenable’ as ‘prices 
for online content from two providers have increased by about 145% over the past six years’. This 
sentiment issued from the repeatedly number one globally ranked tertiary institution. Certainly, 
when compared to academic journal subscriptions, audiovisual resource licencing represents only 
a fraction of tertiary budgets. Despite this, the attitudinal shift displayed by Harvard in opposition 
to excessive licencing costs is notable. 
While the projected timeline for parallel purchasing and use of documentary through both 
physical media (DVD) and digital (streaming/download) in education may be uncertain, there are 
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clear indications educational DVD use will continue to decline and eventually arrive at a level now 
occupied by previous physical media formats such as VHS and 16mm film. While VHS and 
16mm film formats may still be available and archived in education, they have been superseded by 
more current methods of content distribution and delivery (DVD and Digital) to the point they are 
anachronistic and impractical in terms of ongoing educational use. One factor impacting greater 
uptake of digital is ongoing technological access issues within schools. As a result of complex 
institutional delivery issues, including ‘firewall’ access barriers, schools are often faced with slower, 
less reliable Internet access than home users. Peter Tapp (2014), director of the Australian 
Teachers of Media (ATOM), argued the uncertainty of the NBN is not only keeping schools from 
accessing online video, but maintaining the use of familiar and trusted formats and content. 
 
Eventually streaming will become the main way schools access audiovisual material but I think this is still 
a few years away. At present only the private schools have access to very good Internet speeds. Most 
public schools and Catholic schools are poorly resourced in these areas and so still rely on DVDs for 
their audiovisual material. It really depends entirely on the NBN, at the moment most state schools 
have poor Internet connections so their preferred usage is DVD, so I think state schools will keep using 
DVDs until they have better Internet connections. 
The review of the above literature on DVD within the education market provides a useful 
counterpoint to the digital focus of this research and offers a valuable framing context moving 
forward. Any thorough analysis of the disruption of digital and the attendant abundance of 
audiovisual content, should acknowledge the incumbent format. Future scholarly analysis will cite 
the DVD as the last widespread physical format before the intangibility of digital content took 
hold. Nevertheless, this research occurs across an undetermined temporal space where both DVD 
and digital, especially within education, currently co-exist. 
 
Digital video distribution & access - Global digital context 
 
The opening of this chapter addressed a key theme of this research: all markets for 
audiovisual content, including education; currently navigate an unprecedented, digitally mediated 
amount of content at a time of growing demands in an attention economy. The following section 
of the review scans key reports in the literature which address these fast moving shifts in digital 
distribution and access to audiovisual content. The literature is first broadly approached in a global 
digital video context, then narrows to the Australian digital video context before focussing on the 
Australian education market in relation to digital video distribution and access. 
As discussed in the variety and volume of ‘free’ content section in Chapter Two, both the 
growth and global success of YouTube represents an unprecedented, digitally facilitated cultural 
phenomenon. While many scholars have approached this phenomenon through a cultural lens, 
the data most relevant to this research are YouTube statistics underlining the explosive growth of 
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the company and in turn, the global appetite for online video. In 2015, YouTube official statistics 
confirmed the reports of several online news outlets earlier that year. Over 300 hours per minute 
of video content was now uploaded to the site every minute with the number of hours being 
watched each month increasing by 50% from the previous year. 
These figures are undeniably startling. Bu they do lend credence to recent predictive 
reports from firms such as Cisco (2014), which forecast: 
Globally, IP video traffic will be 79 percent of all consumer Internet traffic in 2018, up from 66 percent 
in 2013. This percentage does not include video exchanged through peer-to-peer (P2P) filesharing. The 
sum of all forms of video (TV, video on demand [VoD], Internet, and P2P) will be in the range of 80 to 
90 percent of global consumer traffic by 2018. 
Of further relevance to this research, Cisco’s Visual Networking Index went on to predict 
‘Consumer VoD traffic will double by 2018. The amount of VoD traffic by 2018 will be equivalent 
to 6 billion DVDs per month’. With more contemporary focus, Comscore (2013) released data 
from the company’s Video Metrix service stating in the single month of December 2013, ‘188.2 
million Americans watched 52.4 billion online content videos’. These statistics demonstrate a 
global explosion of online video creation/consumption is well underway – one that all audiences, 
including education, must navigate. 
Another way to examine shifts occurring in digital distribution is to scan the literature 
around one of the most prominent and successful players in the monetised delivery of digital 
screen content. Indeed, the global rise of Netflix reflects and significantly feeds the attendant global 
rise in online video consumption. Higginbotham (2014) stated, ‘Netflix represents a third of web 
traffic during prime time, but Netflix only counts about a third of homes as customers (it has 33.4 
million US subscribers)’. As outlined above, having previously built their business on DVD rentals 
in 2013, Netflix finally judged public appetite to have reached the tipping point for digital stating 
‘domestic streaming contribution profit will, for the first time ever, be  larger  than  DVD  
contribution  profit’ (cited in Smith 2013). Further, underlining both the dominance of Netflix 
amid the global rise in online video, Adam Clark Estes cited the 2014 Sandvine broadband report, 
‘Netflix accounts for over 34 percent of all downstream traffic in the United States. YouTube is a 
distant second at 13 percent. In total, real-time entertainment makes up nearly 64 percent of total 
network traffic. And that percentage will only go up as video streaming sites continue to grow’. 
Collectively, the literature points to a dramatic global increase in creation, distribution and 
consumption of online video with both YouTube and Netflix featuring as major players. 
 
Digital Video Distribution & access - Australian context & NBN promise 
 
Before progressing to a specific analysis of the literature regarding the Australian education 
context for online video, the following section examines the broader national context of digital 
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screen content distribution, including the home market.  Recent publications (Cunningham & 
Iordanova 2012) have highlighted digital video access as growing significantly for global and 
Australian audiences alike, although within Australia this growth has no doubt been stymied by the 
slow roll-out of the National Broadband Network. The nascent National Broadband Network 
(NBN) has the potential to elevate distribution and access of content at a fundamental and 
structural level. According to a 2011 PWC report, ‘As the NBN makes high-speed broadband 
widely available over the decade from 2012, the quality of Over The Top (OTT) video services 
will dramatically increase’ (PWC, 2011). Despite being mired in political debate regarding rollout 
and delivery, the case for an integrated and truly national NBN continues to gather pace. 
According to ACMA, the Australian Communications and Media Authority (2012), the facilitation 
of video content and business providers of that content is central to the objectives of the NBN. 
The rollout of the NBN is predicted to have a strong impact on Internet viewing habits in Australia as superfast 
download speeds enhance both service availability and the online video viewing experience. With a service 
speed significantly faster than an ADSL connection, the NBN is expected to provide the majority of Australian 
households with the ability to access additional net- based communications channels much quicker (ACMA 
2012). 
NBN Co launched a ‘multicast capability’ for its fibre product in the third quarter of 2012 
designed to ‘enable service providers to deliver high-quality video over the fibre footprint’ (ibid). 
With access to high-speed Internet, a recurring issue that arose across the Australian educational 
case studies in Chapter Seven, the NBN offers much but currently delivers little of national relevance 
to this research. It should be noted that problematic educational access to the Internet also extends to 
constraints around firewalls, access privileges, blocked sites and remote / off-site access to local content on 
school servers. These constraints are elaborated upon in the following sub-chapter. 
These potential digital shifts in both choice and availability for Australian consumers were 
recently articulated upon release of the Creative Australia: National Cultural Policy paper (2013). 
This paper outlined not only contrasted shifting patterns of digital consumption through music 
industry comparison but again, highlighted the nascent potential of the NBN. 
The creative sector is innovating in response to the shifting nature of commercial opportunities driven by 
convergence. Feature films may soon rely less on traditional distribution models to reach audiences when 
films can be downloaded quickly and affordably by way of the National Broadband Network to homes 
across Australia and the world. The revenues from digital music are overtaking CD sales.  Figures from the 
Australian Recording Industry Association show that revenues from digital music sales grew to 46 percent of total 
music sales in 2012. The downloading of video content is likely to accelerate in much the same way in coming 
years. 
The Australian Communications and Media Authority (ACMA) 2012 report, Online video 
content services in Australia: Latest developments in the supply and use of professionally 
produced online video services, also pointed to the unrealised potential of the NBN. The report 
argued overall growth in national online video participation is ‘disruptive, presenting both a 
challenge and opportunity to industry’ while both the NBN and the development of new Online 
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Video Content (OVC) access devices ‘are likely to provide significant stimuli to the supply and 
take-up of OVC services in the future. The provision of greatly enhanced download speeds 
through the NBN will encourage service availability and the online video viewing experience’. 
While an effective NBN will no doubt accelerate future Australian access to online video, current 
online infrastructure must still adapt to significant existing demand. ACMA’s 2011 report, The 
Internet Service Market and Australians in the Online Environment cited: 
In terms of Australians accessing digital content, the biggest growth area in online activities relates to streaming 
video clips or television programs. During December 2010, 2.7 million Australians aged 14 years and over 
streamed video clips or television programs online compared to 1.2 million during December 2009, a 125 
percent increase. 
This report further underlines the exponential growth experienced in Australian online video 
consumption in recent years. 
While the relevance of existing NBN literature is largely around the nascent potential of 
the service, Screen Australia did provide clear evidence of growing digital content demand in the 
agency’s most recent, comprehensive scan of the digital/video on demand landscape in this 
country. Screen Australia’s Online and On Demand (2014) report stated: 
VoD viewing is a growing pastime for Australians. 81 per cent of all Australians over 16 are identified as active 
online (i.e., have used the Internet in the past month). We spend on average one full day every week connected 
to the Internet across all our devices: laptops, mobiles, Pc’s, tablets and increasingly smart TVs. Half of 
these ‘connected Australians’ are watching professionally produced film and/or television content online. 
Although this represents an increase from 43 percent in 2012, it has far to go to reach saturation point. 
Collectively this literature points to both growing demand and consumption amongst the 
Australian public around online video content, mirroring the previously identified global literature. 
Is this growing public and largely home entertainment focussed demand mirrored in education? 
Richards et al. (2013) reminded us that education is a ‘complex market that may seem difficult to 
access because few rules that apply on the consumer side apply to the K-12 institutional space’. As 
outlined below, any analysis of digital video in education must also acknowledge the challenging 
commercial environment and complex cultural space implicit in that study. 
 
Digital video distribution & access – Australian education context 
 
Much has changed in the practical distribution and delivery of screen content to education 
audiences in recent decades. Bazalgette (2010) vividly referenced these changes by noting that 
during the early 1980s, class screenings involved ‘hired reels of 16mm stock, delivered by courier 
in steel cans. Classrooms required blackout, a heavy 16mm projector, a projector stand, a screen, 
extension cables and, preferably, external speakers’. While technology has dramatically shifted the 
deployment of content in the classroom, the real shift around the transition to digital has been 
attitudinal. As the PWC (2011) Global Entertainment and Media Outlook: 2012-2016 report 
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argued, ‘transition to digital is as much about a cultural change as technological enablement’. 
Within education, these attitudinal shifts appear well under way. In the Kaltura State of Video in 
Education report, ‘90% of respondents believe[d] that video improves the learning experience’ 
(Kaltura 2014) with 64% of respondents expressing interest in a ‘Netflix-like education video 
portal, to which anyone can subscribe (paid or unpaid subscription)’. 
The Kaltura report also addressed the education market focus of this research. When 
surveyed regarding the potential cost of this ‘Netflix-like education video portal’ service, ‘most 
believe the content would be mixed free and paid-for, followed by only free content. Only a few 
believe that all of the content should be paid for’. These Kaltura report responses align with the 
argument in Chapter One that, despite an unprecedented amount of freely available content, 
educators can, and will, pay for additional quality audiovisual content. Kaltura Video is an online 
video software provider. While their self-commissioned report understandably points to findings 
arguing for the value of video in the learning experience, the report does chime with other recent 
investigations into the pedagogical value of video. In Enhancing teachers’ take-up of digital content: 
factors and design principles in technology adoption, Gaffney (2010) examined the Australian 
context arguing, ‘There is awareness and consensus among government, education authorities, 
school leaders, teachers and students about their philosophy of educational technology and the 
value of digital content, as well as the means by which the use of such content can benefit students’. 
According to Gaffney, the digital distribution of audiovisual content generally, and documentary 
specifically, are logical beneficiaries of this education consensus.  
An additional factor impacting ‘teacher take-up’ of digital content on which Gaffney does 
not dwell, is the sometimes prohibitive cost of licencing digital content for education. Previous 
research (Elkington 2011) identified growing dissatisfaction amongst select Australian tertiary 
libraries resulting from entrenched subscription journal oligopoly ‘price gouging’. Handman (2008) 
viewed these tensions as inevitable by stating ‘it is obvious, even in these early stages of VoD 
development, that the economic models that governed the sale and use of VHS and DVD titles 
will most likely undergo significant and far-reaching changes in the digital delivery environment’. 
Although tertiary dissatisfaction focussed largely on the licencing of subscription journals as 
opposed to audiovisual content, there are potential parallels for the documentary and distribution 
sectors. As these price pressures are closely bound to the ongoing digital licensing and distribution 
of content to education, these tensions may possess ‘knock on’ effects for educator perception of 
other licensed digital resources, including documentary. 
As discussed, education is a distinct, challenging and uniquely characterised market. A 
feature often unrecognised in cursory considerations of the education market is the multitude of 
benign barriers erected between content creators and the end user, the Students/Audience 
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stakeholders first identified in Chapter One. Indeed, in a current climate defined by ultra-cautious 
behaviour around any student interactions with commercial entities, the ultimate end user, the 
students themselves, may be forever removed from direct connection with the Distributor/Seller 
entity identified above. However, as digital disintermediation continues apace, this established 
Distributor/Seller role may well be challenged by the direct engagement students can now foster 
with creators on platforms such as YouTube. That potential engagement hinges on student access 
to YouTube content diversity; this is far from a universal permission currently within secondary 
schools. As outlined in Chapter Two, the caution and sensitivity around the student as ‘consumer’ 
and education as a ‘market’ (see Distributor/Seller) is evidenced through education sector 
submissions to the 2014 ALRC review into Copyright and the Digital Economy. As Gresham 
Bradley (2014), manager of New Zealand educational video streaming company eTV noted, even 
educators themselves operate behind significant barriers to open communication, 
It is very hard to communicate to schools. It’s not hard to know who they are, it’s hard to get to them. 
Teachers and staff administrators have probably the most sophisticated walls against background noise from 
sources they don’t know that you would believe. 
Ed-tech entrepreneurs such as John Richard support Bradley’s statement. While Richards 
et al. (2013) focussed on the US education market for games, as opposed to the Australian market 
for documentary, there is still relevance in his analysis. Alongside the pedagogical relevance of 
screen content, Richards identified further global education market characteristics aligning to an 
Australian market. These characteristics help elucidate the challenging commercial/cultural 
education market themes already identified in this research. Richard’s cited barriers for new 
players seeking to enter the education market include: 
The dominance of a few multi-billion dollar players, a long buying cycle, selling costs, a byzantine decision-
making process, demand for curriculum and standards alignment, requirements for proof of effectiveness, and a 
need for professional development. Such barriers are compounded by shifting federal and state government 
policies, as well as by local decision-making. 
Despite these significant barriers to entry for ‘scalable’ delivery of digital resource 
collections, several companies persevere in the Australian context. Richard Leigh, director of 
Australian short form digital distributor Campfire Films, shares many of Richards’ frustrations. In 
an interview with the author describing his typical sales cycle to licence the Campfire Films 
catalogue to schools, the complexity of the education market is underlined: 
What it involves is ringing up a school, trying to get a meeting...you might meet with the right person, 
you might meet with a librarian who says ‘oh we already have that stuff’ or you might get ‘yeah that’s 
really good, it would be good to talk to you about that’ and you finally navigate your way through the 
political landscape of each individual school and manage to score a meeting with the right teacher…then 
maybe going back and closing a deal. 
Collectively, the literature above suggests future scholars should not assume all audience 
habits are mirrored across education and home entertainment markets. The literature also 
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confirms a key theme of this research: education is both a challenging commercial environment 
and a complex cultural space for those seeking to effectively distribute audiovisual content to a 
market still navigating the disruption of digital. Multiple stakeholders and significant compliance 
issues combine to present a challenging market for screen content sharing many of the audience 
hallmarks of other ancillary markets while maintaining a unique pedagogical requirement of screen 
content. Before the following sections of the literature review outline how theories of cineliteracy 
broadly and documentary content specifically can meet those needs, the immediate section below 
scans the literature to offer a scoping of Kanopy, a key player in the Australian context. While not 
able to be accessed as a standalone Australian case study in Chapter Seven due to commercial in 
confidence concerns, Kanopy are worthy of inclusion as an Australian company which has 
expanded well beyond the relatively small Australian market into the US and Asia. 
 
Kanopy and the Australian context 
 
Responding to the growing, previously identified demand for digital screen content, is 
Australian VoD streaming company Kanopy. Like Netflix, Kanopy began as a DVD service before 
moving into online streaming. Kanopy began with a focus on Australian universities through 
institutionally priced, high-quality narrative documentary and drama content. It is now a global 
content provider with a strong North American focus, headquartered in San Francisco. 
Longstanding Australian documentary distributors such as Ronin Films have since partnered with 
Kanopy to digitally extend their titles into education. Kanopy has made steady inroads into the 
digital and monetised distribution of content to tertiary institutions which in turn have led to bullish 
statements from Ronin Films on that company’s potential in the sector. As cited in the DVD 
section of this chapter, Pike has suggested ‘Kanopy provides the ‘Netflix of education’, and it’s a 
damned site [sic] more profitable than Quickflix’ (cited in Einspruch 2013). 
Pike’s statement reinforces the gulf between easy comparisons of home entertainment and 
educational streaming identified in the literature. Quickflix is an Australian DVD rental and 
streaming service catering to the home entertainment market. While comparable in terms of 
service to Netflix, Quickflix has faced significant issues in terms of growth and profitability in 
Australia. Widely reported issues around subscriber numbers and licensing of content costs 
culminated in a net loss of $13.97 million AUD for Quickflix in 2012 (Bingemann 2012). In 
contrast, the final quarter of 2012 saw Netflix boast 27.1 million customers for their streaming 
service and overall revenue of $945 million USD (Smith 2013). Through equating Kanopy’s 
streaming service with world market leader Netflix, Pike highlighted both the breadth of content 
available and crucially, the returns Kanopy is generating   for documentary rights-holders. With 
stated   revenues   ‘in   the   millions’ (Fulwood 2012) Kanopy generated quarterly growth up 35% 
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on the 2012 financial year and claims the largest collection of commercial online video in Australia 
at 15,000 titles compared to Bigpond's 3000. Pike’s Netflix comment also raises some interesting 
implications for an education market. With the arrival of a local version of Netflix to Australia in 
2015, anecdotal reports of significant secondary and tertiary sector use of this service (particularly 
regarding documentary) have arisen. The attendant copyright compliance and licencing 
implications of educators using this individually licenced SVOD service in an education context is 
entirely absent from existing literature and is a worthy direction for future research. 
As Pike’s comments suggest, Kanopy’s success in educational streaming highlights the 
strength of the documentary heavy Kanopy catalogue. Pike’s comments also underlined 
‘innovators dilemma’ (Christensen 2013) encountered by Australian streaming services such as 
Quickflix in the early fragmentation stage of the streaming video industry. To explore these 
challenges, Kanopy CEO Olivia Humphrey has also collaborated with QUT researchers to 
examine the current issues around VoD access in universities. In Possible, inevitable or fait 
accompli?, an analysis of streaming video acquisition, acceptance and use in higher education 
(2014), Cleary et al., found ‘lack of awareness and discoverability, speed/reliability, and lack of 
relevant content’ as the main issues identified by academic staff. One surprising finding from the 
paper was that, despite video content being widely used in tertiary environments, academic staff 
did not appear to be sourcing this content directly through their library. ‘An astounding 68% of 
academic respondents did not access online video via QUT Library. Of those that did, Kanopy 
and Lynda.com were the primary resources. Other platforms used were Alexander Street Press 
and Artfilms Digital’ (Cleary et al. 2014). This paper represents a recent, relevant and highly useful 
example in the literature of online video use in tertiary environments, albeit with the collaboration 
of an existing commercial provider (Kanopy) which should be acknowledged in scholarly appraisal 
of the paper. 
Cleary et al.’s analysis of streaming video acquisition, acceptance and use in higher 
education also corroborate the findings of the previous, non-industry-partner linked, QUT' Library 
Online Video Survey, which found that in keeping with academics, the majority of students did not 
access video content directly through QUT library. Pointing to a ‘lack of critical mass’ in online 
video content, Cleary suggested these results reflect the ‘infancy of the QUT Library online video 
collection in terms of size and duration. Excluding Lynda.com, which added over 80,000 titles to 
the collection in late 2012, there are only about 7,200 other online videos held by the Library. 
This compares with over 388,000 eBooks, 310,000 print monographs, and 113,000 electronic 
serial copies’. While Cleary may have identified a lack of ‘critical mass’ regarding the library’s 
purchased/licenced and catalogued online video holdings, her statement ignores other significant 
online sources content such as YouTube. 
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Collectively, the literature above does establish that digital access to audiovisual content is 
growing - growing globally, growing within an Australian context, and growing within an Australian 
educational context, albeit at different rates. What unites global and Australian educational 
distribution of content in the digital space is the unique education audience demand for engaging, 
narrative content with pedagogical relevance. The well-worn ‘content is king’ argument recently re-
theorised by Cunningham et al. (2013) in Screen Distribution and the New King Kongs of the 
Online World, points to the value of a distribution centred theoretical frame to parse existing 
literature on digitally mediated growth in audiovisual content. Nevertheless, even with this 
theoretical frame, a key contemporary concern of all content producers (including those who 
produce and distribute documentary) is how their content will ‘cut through’ the current digital 
abundance to connect with audiences. This consideration remains underdeveloped within existing 
literature regarding the explosion of digital screen content in recent times. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This chapter has critically evaluated the literature and available data that inform a 
distribution-centred model of film studies. The literature review has also acknowledged the 
challenge for scholars in this field regarding locating quality data and relevant literature on the 
distribution of screen content. The literature on physical media distribution broadly in the home 
entertainment market, was examined before the more complex resilience of DVD in education 
markets was addressed. After parsing audience shifts from ‘ownership to access’, analysis of the 
literature moved from global digital video to Australian digital video before narrowing to digital 
video in Australian education contexts. The literature review also informed the definition of the 
documentary content addressed in this research through a market-based framework embracing 
Australia’s Producer Offset, Treasury definitions and broadcast and licencing mechanisms. The 
continued commercial and pedagogical relevance of the Griersonian documentary to education 
audiences was discussed, including how a contemporary definition of cineliteracy intersects with 
narrative documentary content. 
The initial themes first identified in Chapter One have remained present throughout this 
review and function to group the literature accordingly. Education is a unique, challenging market 
for screen content - distinct from other ancillary markets in requiring pedagogical relevance 
alongside narrative engagement. Documentary has long been a privileged resource in education, 
directly addressing this need for education and engagement. An acknowledgement of the cultural 
and artistic valuing of film embodied in notions of cineliteracy can enhance the function of 
documentary in education and has potential to contribute to market-based sustainability for 
documentary producers and distributors. However, this potential intersects with an 
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unprecedented, digitally mediated amount of content for educators to navigate at a time of growing 
demands in an attention economy. The UK and US case studies in Chapters Five and Six offer 
best practice observations relevant to documentary and education audience connections through 
cineliteracy considerations. Before these international case study chapters however, it is useful to 
examine the historical and contemporary status of Australian documentary. This chapter provides 
contrast to the international cases and allows the final Australian case studies and best practice 
observations in Chapter Seven to take shape. 
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Chapter Four: Documentary in Australia – subsidy, support & educative 
expectations 
Introduction 
 
Multiple independent documentary institutions operate within Australia. This is in addition 
to significant documentary commissioning, funding and acquisition by major public broadcasters 
ABC and SBS as well as the work of federal agency, Screen Australia. Australian documentary 
institutions include The Australian Documentary Forum (OzDox), The Australian International 
Documentary Conference (NET-WORK-PLAY in 2015 but retaining the AIDC title in 2016), 
The Antenna Documentary Film Festival and the Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF), 
including the documentary-specific Good Pitch event in conjunction with Shark Island Institute. 
Many of these organisations have strong links to education with DAF, in particular, committing to 
developing an extensive education outreach program consultation in 2016. 
In this chapter, key historical factors which contribute to the ‘valuing’ of documentary are 
addressed to better understand how and why documentary intersects with education audiences. 
This chapter identifies longstanding state support and subsidisation of documentary film running 
alongside the attendant expectation of broader ‘Griersonian’ societal good to directly benefit 
education audiences. As outlined below, this state support has always underpinned the Australian 
documentary sector and continues to this day. Furthermore, a strong education market potentially 
offers the documentary sector a modest but sorely needed additional income stream, which may 
alleviate an overreliance on government support. 
Many state-supported documentaries are now housed in the National Film and Sound 
Archive (NFSA). The NFSA, AFID (Australian Film Institute Distribution) & Film Australia 
Collection sub-chapter below examines the progressions of the Australian Film Institute (AFI) 
relatively short lived distribution effort (AFID). This includes the largely unacknowledged role the 
education market played in the shuttering of the AFID and in the movement of the documentary-
specific Film Australia Collection to under the auspices of the NFSA. Also addressed are the 
digital extensions of the NFSA into the education space alongside the current challenges and 
opportunities facing the archive in an age of digitally mediated content abundance. Any chapter 
examining documentary in Australia would be incomplete without examining the efforts of Screen 
Australia since the agency’s forming in 2008, through an amalgamation of the previously distinct 
Australian Film Commission (AFC), the Film Finance Corporation Australia (FFC) and Film 
Australia. Documentary, including implicit reference to the forms ‘educative’ and ‘civic function’, 
was addressed in the foundation document of this new agency (Screen Australia Act 2008) and 
remains a core concern of Screen Australia. Despite this historical and continued support, Screen 
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Australia has weathered criticism from some in the Australian documentary sector regarding the 
agency’s commitment to the ‘quality’ narrative documentary this research focuses on. While this 
criticism is discussed in the sub chapters below, Trevor Graham’s comments at the Australian 
International Documentary Conference in 2012 still speak to the misgivings of some in the 
documentary sector: 
One has to ask, where is the ‘public’ in public broadcasting when it comes to the last four to five years of 
SBS programming? What did,  James May’s Toy Story  or Top Gear Australia have to do the with the 
SBS charter to provide services that, ‘inform, educate and entertain all Australians and, in doing so, 
reflect Australia`s multicultural society’? From SBS recently, outside of a couple of worthwhile series 
like, Go Back to Where You Came From, there has been scant commitment to local Australian 
documentary stories (Graham 2012) 
 
The second half of this chapter examines the work of Screenrights and the crucial role this 
agency plays in administering educational use of broadcast audiovisual content. The Screenrights 
licence exists as perhaps the key remunerative mechanism in the deployment of Australian 
documentary to education audiences. The digital extension of Screenrights’ service through the 
establishment of EnhanceTV is addressed alongside developing tensions concerning the balance of 
open educational resources, digital ‘catch-up’ TV content and Screenrights’ licence. Screenrights’ 
work in distributing cineliteracy bridging materials such as study guides, are outlined alongside the 
argument these bridging materials may be increasing educational use of documentary content and 
in turn, increasing Screenrights’ incomes for the documentary sector. Operating under the 
provisions of Australia’s 1968 Copyright Act, Screenrights is a crucial contributor to a key claim of 
this research. Despite Australian educators accessing a huge pool of freely accessible documentary 
content, with significant flexibility in the use of that content, an education market for documentary 
remains and can potentially be grown. 
By grasping these historical factors which underpin contemporary educational valuing of 
documentary, we gain insight into the form’s relevance and cultural standing in society at large. As 
Pickering at al. (2008) illustrated, the factors that coalesce to eventually create a market for any 
cultural output, including documentary in the education market, are formidable: 
 ...cultural outputs are in part shaped as a consequence of political and economic conditions.  The negotiations and 
d e c i s i o n s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  politicians, regulators and business owners and advertisers filter through to influence 
the choices and methods of those who make, edit, produce and distribute c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c t s . 
As this chapter demonstrates, documentary has always navigated the political and 
economic conditions Pickering identified. A crucial aspect of these conditions is the expectations, 
both implicit and explicit, embedded in state support for documentary. 
 
Australian Documentary – supported and expected 
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As discussed, the education market for screen content is complex. In part, this is due to 
education sitting primarily within a public policy domain, constantly buffeted by the changing 
political and economic conditions Pickering cited. Curricula regulation and budget and resourcing 
approvals at a local, state and federal level all exert an influence upon the education market for 
documentary. However, as argued below, Australian educators have historically enjoyed significant 
variety and flexibility around access and use of documentary in the classroom which continues to 
this day. This availability of documentary content is a result not only of longstanding state support 
and subsidisation of documentary film but also the attendant expectation that many documentary 
films possess a broader ‘Griersonian’ societal good of benefit to education audiences. 
As cogently argued in the Australian Film Commission (2003) discussion paper 
Documentary Production and Funding in Australia:  ‘Australian documentary practice fulfils a 
cultural role in that it reveals Australians to themselves in a way that no-one else can or will do’. 
This cultural role underlined the cineliteracy value of the form with its direct application and 
relevance to education. The discussion paper went on to link state subsidy of documentary and the 
cultural role of the form by suggesting ‘Some players argue that cultural production should be the 
overriding role of the documentary sector in Australia and that all government subsidy should be 
utilised to this end’. Documentary Makers, and in turn those that distribute their work to 
education audiences, have historically had a heavy reliance on this government subsidy and 
institutional support to produce their work (Burns & Eltham 2010; Fraser 2012). 
Nick Fraser (2012) argued this state support, and in turn educational expectation, has 
existed since the output of documentary in post-war Britain, ‘There was no commercial market for 
factual film and the financing of documentary film required public bodies’. Similarly, Australian 
documentary exists currently and historically as both subsidised art form and cultural product. The 
Australian Film Commission's (AFC) discussion paper, Documentary Production and Funding in 
Australia (2003) identified this financial support as a historical constant, stating, ‘Documentary 
practice in Australia is a substantially government subsidised endeavour’. Established in 1975 by 
the Whitlam government, following the creation of The Australia Council in 1973, the AFC 
marked the beginning of ‘a national policy of sizeable direct public subsidies for Australian 
production, although limited subsidies for documentary production had existed since 1945’ (Burns 
2010). This historical and current subsidy of the form exists alongside an expectation that having 
been granted financial support, many documentaries would be of direct benefit to education. The 
longstanding educative element implicit in documentary has led to a tacit expectation on behalf of 
funding bodies that documentary, distinct from feature films, needs to deliver on multiple levels in 
both entertaining and informing the public. As outlined in the Literature Review above, this 
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expectation of documentary ‘espoused as a keystone to learning’ (Shelton 2004) has been 
vigorously promoted from the time of Grierson onwards with the latter unequivocally stating that 
documentary was ‘not a film idea at all but a new idea for public education’ (cited in Aufderheide 
2007). 
Burns’ identification of Australian documentary subsidisation stretching back to 1945 
reflects the form’s historical grounding in social education and post-war propaganda. In an annual 
report on the activities of the Empire Marketing Board Film Unit, Grierson (1931) stated, 
‘Propaganda and education were the things we were interested in’. As argued by Alexander in his 
far-ranging 2010 study, Academic films for the classroom: a history, Grierson’s view of public 
support for film was strongly grounded in his philosophy that ‘the greatest single discovery in the 
development of the documentary came with the realization that its logical sponsorship lay with the 
governments and other bodies conscious of their public responsibilities’ (cited in Alexander 2010). 
Here, several themes of the research are brought to the fore. Historical state support of 
documentary film speaks directly to a cultural, artistic and cineliterate valuing of the form. 
Historical state support also speaks to broad societal expectations around the educative potential of 
the form and in doing so, underscores documentary’s longstanding privileged role within 
education. The contemporary Australian education market is a direct beneficiary of this historical 
state support of documentary. This can be seen in large archived bodies of work such as the Film 
Australia collection where considerable educational value lies. However, challenges around 
contemporary digital distribution and access exist for these collections, despite the state support 
which funded their initial creation. 
Despite this state support, the economics of documentary production and distribution have 
always been perilous in the Australian context. The AFC paper, Documentary Production and 
Funding in Australia (2003) argued, ‘Without real intervention at the market level, documentary 
producers will not consolidate and grow and small production companies will continue to operate 
at the margins, always dependent on necessarily limited amounts of cultural subsidy’. It is 
reasonable to suggest that future revenue from the digital educational distribution of documentary 
film has potential to play a part in this identified need for ‘intervention at a market level’ through 
alleviating, to some degree, the industry’s longstanding reliance on government cultural subsidy. 
Screenrights’ revenues returned to documentary filmmakers from the educational distribution of 
their work, have already been seen to be effective in this area, as Veronica Fury’s comments above, 
attest. If, as the AFC paper suggested, consolidation and growth are dependent on greater market 
consideration, then research that addresses the market for documentary (including a holistic 
consideration of ancillary revenues) is sorely needed. 
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The NFSA, AFID & Film Australia collection 
 
In addition to documentary value being articulated at a national cultural policy level, the 
form has historically been a vital part of the educative and ‘nation building’ efforts of Australia. 
This is evidenced as early as The Inauguration of the Commonwealth (1901), identified by the 
National Film and Sound Archive as a strong contender for the title of Australia’s first feature 
documentary. The Inauguration of the Commonwealth also marks the beginning of state support 
of documentary production through the NSW government commissioning of the Limelight 
Department, then the film production arm of the Salvation Army, to make the film. Of note is that 
Australia’s first documentary film was not a self-started commercial undertaking - state support 
underpinned documentary endeavours in 1901 and continues to the present day. 
The early identification of the form's cultural value by an emerging nation state preceded 
even Grierson’s (1931) articulated documentary ideals of education and social reform. Indeed, this 
aligns with Nichols (1991) contemporary interpretation of documentary as a vital historical 
‘discourse of sobriety’. This early state sponsored support of documentary would lead to the 
creation of the thousands of Australian documentaries now housed in the Film Australia 
Collection and the National Film and Sound Archive. Educational access to select clips from The 
Inauguration of the Commonwealth can be gained through the NFSA (2012) ‘Australian Screen’ 
website which hosts over 1065 clips in their education collection. In terms of Australian 
documentary, over 511 clips are hosted on the site alongside ‘teacher notes’ and links for 
educational institutions to either purchase the whole film through the NFSA or to secure a copy 
through affordances of the Screenrights educational licence. 
The Inauguration of the Commonwealth can be approached in several ways in this 
research. Firstly, it represents perhaps the earliest example of state support of documentary 
production alongside the educative expectations embodied in the form. Secondly, The 
Inauguration of the Commonwealth is but one example of the ‘digital extension’ of the NFSA 
documentary archive enabled by web-based technologies. The NFSA’s efforts in making this 
work digitally available to education audiences also highlight the challenges of the Internet’s 
‘unlimited shelf space’. Echoing the efforts of international institutions addressed in succeeding 
chapters, the NFSA also engages in education and outreach work to connect their collection with 
education in the following way:
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School Screen: 
School Screen provides free screenings of Australian feature films, shorts and documentaries for school students and 
their teachers in local cinemas around Australia. The program is a dynamic resource for teachers to entertain and engage 
students in a range of curriculum and learning areas. The NFSA’s School Screen program harnesses the exciting and unique 
power of Australian film to tell our nation’s stories, and these free screenings provide a springboard for engaging students 
in relevant learning experiences across both the primary and secondary stages of the curriculum. Teachers can guide 
students to achieve key learning outcomes and improve literacy in creative ways, while available study guides link learning 
back to specific education outcomes for discussion and analysis. 
NFSA Connects: 
NFSA Connects is a video conferencing program which provides school students with the opportunity to interact with 
some of Australia’s leading creative artists to ask them questions and hear their experiences of working in the audiovisual 
cultural industry. The program utilises video conferencing and other digital networking equipment available in schools and 
provides inspiring and engaging learning experiences for students in urban, regional and rural locations across Australia. 
         (NFSA 2012) 
 
 
In the recent discussion paper, Documentary Funding: Stories That Matter released by 
Screen Australia for the 2014 Australian International Documentary Conference (AIDC), the 
cultural value of the NFSA and the value of these documentaries to education were highlighted. 
The paper stated, ‘One of the ways cultural value is recognised is through the deposit  of  projects  
with  the  National  Film  and  Sound  Archive  (NFSA)  as  part  of  the national collection of 
audiovisual material’. The paper went on to echo the literature above (Shelton 2004, Aufderheide 
2007), in arguing a ‘culturally relevant documentary slate also indirectly serves the needs of the 
educational sector and enables students to explore issues from different angles’ (Screen Australia 
2014). The NFSA Annual Report 2012-2013 stated the organisation’s targets were exceeded over 
that period with 44,258 students engaging with education programs. Furthermore, the NFSA has 
embraced the digital extension of its archive to reach education audiences and engage in 
cineliteracy outreach efforts. In the digital distribution space, this can clearly be seen in the NFSA 
Digital Learning resources. 
 
NFSA digital learning resources, Film Australia collection and AFID 
 
NFSA Digital Learning combines the former Screen Australia Digital Learning site and 
NFSA’s online education resources to enable thousands of video and audio clips for streaming and 
downloading. Just as the NFSA is digitising, contextualising and adding value to their content, the 
same shift is occurring across the documentary-only Film Australia collection, a ‘diverse range of 
over 5000 titles of quality Australian documentary and educational programs, spanning a century 
of the nation’s film production’. The Film Australia collection exists as a significant historical, 
cultural resource with a stated goal to ‘create an audiovisual record of Australian life’ (Film 
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Australia 2012). Administration of the Film Australia collection was transferred from Screen 
Australia to the National Film and Sound Archive of Australia in 2011. This collection has given 
rise to lyrical descriptions of a ‘national photo album’ (Graham 2012) and the documentaries 
housed there are beginning to be digitally licenced to education after previously being only 
available through the DVD program sales of the NFSA. Although the Film Australia Collection 
(2012) is preserved and administered through the NFSA, the distribution responsibilities of the 
1500 largely documentary titles once held by Australian Film Institute Distribution (AFID) have 
since reverted to the filmmakers themselves. As Kaufman (2002) outlined: 
In the early 70s filmmakers who were making that first rush of short films and documentaries realised how 
important it was for their films to reach the audience. As low-budget production, funded through various 
government agencies, gathered momentum, filmmakers formed the Sydney and Melbourne Filmmakers Co-ops 
and became actively involved in the distribution process. 
The Melbourne Filmmakers Co-op was funded by the AFC from 1975 until its closure in 
1977. When the Sydney Filmmakers Co-op also closed in 1986, the AFI became the key 
distributor of Australian film and documentary content. In 2000, the Australian Film Commission 
(AFC) announced it would suspend funding for the distribution work of the AFI and in doing so, 
ended what was Australia’s only active distribution service through the auspices of a screen culture 
body. Citing cancellation of the funding as largely a result of the education market, Kaufman 
(2002) stated, ‘The AFC would no longer fund AFI Distribution because it believed that its users 
came mainly from the educational sector, which should therefore take responsibility for the 
service’. The shuttering of the AFID was based on an assumption that commercial distributors 
would step in to service the market or a professional education body would assume responsibility. 
In reality, many of the films subsequently languished without the AFID distribution 
framework to support them. As Martha Ansara argued in Kaufman’s RealTime article (2002), 
‘small unsubsidised distributors can only afford to be interested in immediately rewarding markets, 
and will only take on newer films with such possibilities. They really won’t be concerned with 
issues of preservation and long-term availability’. This is a view shared by one of Australia’s well-
established independent distributors, Andrew Pike, director of Ronin Films. With Ronin Film’s 
strong education focus, Pike did acquire certain titles from the AFID but also argued, ‘distribution 
of such a wide range of films, and particularly short films, just isn’t commercially viable, and can 
really only be carried out if it is part of the cultural strategy of the funding bodies’ (cited in 
Kaufman 2002). Without a television broadcast triggering potential Screenrights royalties, the 
shuttering of the AFID inevitably led to fewer of the AFID documentaries making their way to the 
education market, despite educational demand being cited as a motivator for the removal of 
funding. 
As outlined above, AFID funding was withdrawn as a result of the AFC deciding education 
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was the primary market and that education would be able to support the ongoing distribution of 
the Film Australia collection. What followed, underscores the crucial curatorial role played by 
distributors in the education market. Distributors such as Ronin selected the key, marketable, 
narrative and engaging documentary titles from the 1500 Film Australia collection. In curating this 
small number of films from the many made available, cineliterate notions of cultural and artistic 
value and appeal in conjunction with pedagogical relevance were all brought to bear. The selected 
documentaries would then have been enhanced through bridging materials such as study guides 
and presented to an education market as important, education audience relevant titles from the 
Film Australia collection. It is this valued curatorial role to separate the quality few from the 
collective many, which distribution is increasingly being relied upon to deliver in an age of content 
abundance. From a digital distribution perspective, the NFSA represents an excellent, albeit largely 
unremunerated, potential resource collection for Australian education audiences. In their 
educational positioning of documentary, the cineliteracy objectives of the Archive are clear. 
However, the degree to which the NFSA is successfully connecting with education audiences 
through digital distribution remains opaque. To what degree the online documentary resources of 
the NFSA could, and should, be monetised is also unclear with both issues complicated by cuts in 
federal funding for the NFSA. 
 
NFSA challenges & opportunities 
 
In April 2014, after an extended period of declining federal funding, alongside increasing 
costs of collection management, program delivery and staff costs, NFSA CEO Michael 
Loebenstein announced significant organisational restructuring would begin. On April 11, 2014, 
the first media report, NFSA sheds 28 staff, cuts Canberra film screenings, by Sally Pryor in The 
Canberra Times announced the weekly scheduled screening program at the NFSA’s Arc Cinema 
would be cancelled. Shortly after Pryor’s article in The Canberra Times, Australian  screen  
industry  news  site,  Screenhub,  began  to  follow  the  NFSA restructure closely, as did Inside 
Film (if), FilmInk and several mainstream press outlets. The resulting media coverage of the 
restructure, both NFSA press release coverage and reportage on industry criticism of the proposed 
changes, led to an unprecedented national consultation process - NFSA: Where We Are Heading 
– in July of 2014. The author is grateful to the NFSA’s commitment to record, transcribe and 
make publically available the Where We Are Heading sessions for ongoing review as the issues 
they detailed continue to play out. When viewed in entirety, these transcripts offer a rich source of 
primary data detailing the contemporary challenges facing the NFSA. This includes their 
commitment to, and difficulties around, connecting the wealth of documentary in the Archive with 
education audiences in an effective, digitally connected and monetised fashion. 
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In the course of the NFSA Where We Are Heading sessions, several attendees suggested 
the education market as a logical revenue generating source for the Archive. However the 
Melbourne transcript identifies Loebenstein’s doubt in this area:  
Something that has been impenetrable for us, and I do not have an easy solution for – the education 
market. It usually is the killer argument that is brought forward - well, look, if the archive needs money, 
do something educational, there’s lots of money for education. But I’m not sure I believe this, to be 
honest.  
Aligning with this ‘education assumption’ around untapped revenue in the education 
market, one attendee offered specific curricula positioning for any foray into this market arguing ‘if 
you’re wanting to make money out of film, even in the educational setting, don’t go through the 
arts, because there’s absolutely no money there, but do go through English, because there’s plenty 
of money there’ (NFSA 2014). Despite this assumed alignment of NFSA content with educational 
screen resource, Loebenstein continued to suggest in the Melbourne transcript that several factors 
prohibit the NFSA exploring educational outreach further. These include staff specialisation within 
the Archive, a lack of partnership opportunities, a lack of awareness around specific curricula 
relevance and a lack of specific market analysis: 
What does it actually take to mine the collection for content that is relevant to the curriculum? What operators 
are out there both in the semi-private or semi-government and p r i v at e  s ec tor, f rom Ed uc a t i on  Se rv i ces 
Aus t r a l i a  downwards, to attach all of that? That’s expensive. I know other organisations who’ve tried and 
refrained because there’s few specialists and they cost a hell lot of money, and they don’t normally come to 
Canberra. 
Effective commercial monetisation of the Archive will likely be slow and relatively small 
scale. However, as Loebenstein argued, to make any case for increased funding from the 
Australian taxpayer, the NFSA must be seen to be pursuing all revenue opportunities. Certainly 
education exists as one such opportunity, though the NFSA also competes with the unprecedented 
and digitally mediated amount of free and paid resources currently being navigated by Australian 
educators. Again, opportunity exists for trusted curators, whether film festivals, film foundations, 
film charities or the production and distribution sectors, to identify, select and add cineliterate and 
pedagogical value to NFSA documentaries. This is not a function the NFSA itself is well equipped 
for, but the Archive continues to represent a valuable repository of potential documentary titles for 
the Australian curators above. The final, and arguably most important, player in historical and 
current commonwealth support and subsidy of Australian documentary is Screen Australia. As the 
federal agency responsible for the screen sector, the historical factors leading to the agency’s 
formation bear consideration in the following section. 
 
Screen Australia 
 
In the mid-2000s, big budget ‘runaway productions’ (Burns 2010) such as The Matrix and 
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Star Wars slowed as a result of a buoyant Australian dollar. The domestic industry called for 
increased location and production subsidies to support a local industry both highly skilled and 
underutilised. The Rudd government responded in 2008, through both increasing production 
subsidies and location offsets for foreign productions while amalgamating Film Australia, the 
Australian Film Commission and the Film Finance Corporation into a new federal agency - Screen 
Australia. As the arm of federal government responsible for the screen industry, Screen Australia 
functions to ‘support and promote the development of a highly creative, innovative and 
commercially sustainable Australian screen production industry’ (Screen Australia 2012). 
Domestic documentary production exists symbiotically alongside this amalgamated federal 
agency as Screen Australia ‘funding underpins annual documentary activity’ with $18 million per 
year spent on average between 2007 and 2011 (Screen Australia 2012). Indeed the Screen 
Australia Act (Commonwealth of Australia 2008) outlines a commitment to both documentary and 
education. The Act seeks, inter alia, to: 
 
Ensure the development of a diverse range of Australian programs that deal 
with matters of national interest or importance to Australians that illustrate or 
interpret aspects of Australia or the life and activities of Australian people; and place 
an emphasis on: 
(i) documentaries; and 
 
(ii) programs of interest or relevance to children. 
 
 
The explicit and deliberate inclusion of documentary in the Screen Australia Act both 
confirmed the agency's funding commitment while simultaneously underlining the educative and 
cultural primacy of the form. As Graham (2012) and Edwards (2013) argued, Screen Australia 
provided crucial financial and cultural support, as comparable backing from broadcasters for 
authored, feature-length documentary collapsed as a result of rising demand for serialised, 
formatted factual content. Screen Australia's ‘Signature Fund’ for one-off feature documentary 
required no broadcaster attachment to trigger funding and exemplified a cultural and practical 
support that some (Nicol 2012; Grieve 2012; Graham 2012; Tiley & Anderson 2012) believed was 
waning. 
Support for Screen Australia's efforts in funding, supporting and promoting the local 
Australian documentary stories cited above has been far from universal. Partly this criticism forms 
around the allocation of funds to support factual or ‘reality TV’ commercial content as opposed to 
the ‘Griersonian’ feature doc many notable Australian practitioners still subscribe to. As Australian 
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Directors Guild's Kingston Anderson (cited in Tiley 2012) argued, ‘Clearly at the AIDC 
(Australian International Documentary Conference) Ruth Harley (Screen Australia CEO) talked 
about an upsurge of documentary production. But if you dig into those figures you discover that it 
is often reality production masquerading as documentary’. As a result of these debates, discussion 
continues as to how the agency can best acquit its responsibilities under the Screen Australia Act. 
These debates are in keeping with any national funding body balancing a cultural remit alongside 
contemporary economic realities. As Anderson suggests, the emergence of new forms of ‘factual’ 
programming, challenge Screen Australia funding definitions while prompting debate around the 
definition of documentary alongside the agency's ongoing role in supporting the form. 
As a relatively small market, education is yet to feature prominently in this debate. 
However, questions around the relative ‘quality’ of a documentary are key considerations within 
the education market and these debates have real impact on how content, and which content, 
connects with education audiences. The education market success of Australian documentary 
inevitably reflects the commercial decisions around television broadcasting as well as many Screen 
Australia commissioning and funding decisions. The factual vs. documentary debate regarding 
funding allocation and broad cultural worth will continue to rage. However, it should be noted that 
while the Griersonian feature documentary lionised by Graham and others above undeniably have 
relevance to Australian educators, a nuanced view of documentary in education must acknowledge 
the appeal and contemporary cultural relevance of serialised, factual content for education 
audiences. 
In the Australian context, the heavy reliance on federal support and government subsidy 
through Screen Australia and the Producer Offset respectively also intersects with attendant 
reliance on broadcaster pre-sales from ABC and SBS. Graham (2012) went on to argue, 
‘Currently, the near universal funding mechanism for documentary requires a presale commitment 
from a national broadcaster, which is then backed up and enhanced with investment from Screen 
Australia’. In his RealTime article, Making and distributing from the grassroots up, Dan Edwards 
(2013) cited Australian documentary veteran Bob Connolly asserting that, ‘almost all forms of 
Screen Australia funding are now contingent on broadcaster presales - with the result that a pair of 
commissioning editors at the ABC and SBS exercise enormous power over what documentaries 
are made. This situation is hardly conducive to diversity, and has been dire for the production of 
stand-alone feature-length documentaries’. Others such as Nick Fraser (2012) counter this 
characterisation of reduced diversity arguing in Why Documentaries Matter that ‘Broadcast 
television saved the form, supplying documentaries with a steady supply of funds and enabling 
films to reach large audiences’. While Connolly’s diversity concerns have relevance when viewed 
through an education market framing, the TV broadcast of documentary does remain vitally 
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important. Not only does this TV broadcast first bring a documentary title to the attention of wider 
education audiences, including teachers, but it enables a crucial remunerative mechanism for the 
Australian education market for documentary (Screenrights). The following section details the 
vitally important function of Screenrights when considering the Australian education market for 
documentary. 
 
Screenrights: Showing the money while telling the story 
 
Screenrights is a non-profit organisation that licenses educational institutions to copy from television and radio. 
Nearly all schools, TAFEs and universities in Australia have a Screenrights licence. The money collected 
from these licences is paid to the rights-holders – producers, broadcasters, distributors, music, script and other 
copyright owners from around the world (Screenrights 2012). 
The cultural and economic role Screenrights plays in connecting documentary and 
education audiences cannot be understated. Indeed, as Fitzsimons et al. (2011) argued, the success 
of documentary content via Screenrights may augur a wider cultural debate on the preservation of 
the form’s intrinsic and educationally desired qualities: 
The fact that Screenrights figures show documentaries continue to make up a substantial proportion of the 
programs copied and communicated to the more than four million students in Australian classrooms underlines 
the need for a policy framing documentary practice that safeguards its truth telling function and prevents 
documentary’s complete integration into broadcast factual entertainment and public relations (Fitzsimons et al. 
2011). 
While not articulated specifically as a ‘cineliteracy’ issue, Fitzsimons’ concerns emphasise 
the core cultural and artistic valuing represented in this literacy. 
Although Screenrights does not deploy the term cineliteracy (in keeping with many of the 
Australian organisations featured in this research) as a literacy of the moving image, cineliteracy is 
an unarticulated, tacit consideration of Screenrights. By providing a practical, remunerative 
mechanism through the Copyright Act to enable audiovisual content to be effectively utilised in 
education, and in doing so foster literacy, they have a key role to play when considering 
cineliteracy in an Australian context. The agency exists not only as a copyright collection agency, 
but a key advocate and ‘value- adder’ for all audiovisual content in schools. Documentary content 
is also a focus of Screenrights. Not primarily because Screenrights drives documentary demand for 
education audiences, but because they respond to an active and pre-existing demand from within 
education. 
As discussed in Chapter One, for the 2013/2014 financial year (consistent with previous 
years and taken from over 300,000 records of educational copying) Screenrights returned $15.9 
million back to documentary rights-holders. While Screenrights do track total dollars paid to 
Australian members versus overseas members, this data is not genre specific and does not allow a 
definitive answer to how much of the $15.9 million paid to documentary rights-holders was 
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assigned to Australian documentary rights-holders. For the same 2013/2014 period, Screenrights 
returned 66% to Australian members across all content, including feature films, documentaries, 
news and current affairs. With estimated consistency across genres, Screenrights’ Head of Member 
Services, Emma Rogers (personal communication, August 20, 2014) advised a figure of $10.49 
million returned to Australian rights-holders from educational distribution of their documentaries. 
This $10 million figure not only underscores the importance of Screenrights as a 
remuneration mechanism for the Australian documentary sector, but also provides an indication 
of education market size, which has, until now, remained elusive in the literature. 
The following quote from Melbourne documentarian John Lewis from production 
company Arcimedia, features in a sidebar of rights-holders’ testimonials on the Screenrights 
website: 
Producer to office: ‘Listen up. We can pay the rent or go to the pub’.  
Intern at computer: ‘What's Screenrights? They just sent some money’  
Producer: ‘How much?’ 
Intern: $5341.32 
Producer: ‘Listen up. We can pay the rent AND go to the pub! Put your shoes on’. 
Beneath the irreverent tone of Lewis’s comment sits a serious, business underpinning point, 
Screenrights incomes from education can be a vital lifeline for the Australian documentary sector. 
Undeniably, Screenrights has been a success in two key areas: collecting funds from educational 
institutions that make use of transmitted copyrighted works and returning those funds to rights-
holders. Screenrights also enjoys strong support from the documentary industry and the wider 
copyright industry it supports. 
A key contention of this research is that supply side consideration of cineliteracy will 
improve documentary sector sustainability through addressing the pedagogical demands of an 
education market. The TV broadcast enabling Screenrights remuneration  functions partly as a 
‘quality control’ mechanism, particularly in the case of documentary content programmed by ABC 
& SBS. Often the documentaries that are broadcast can be considered in a cineliterate framework 
for education audiences. Through Screenrights, not only does the documentary sector understand 
their films are being utilised in education, but they are remunerated for that use. The existence of 
Screenrights as an effective means to both facilitate distribution and remuneration of content 
encourages greater production and distribution sector consideration of screen literacies, including 
how their content can cater to those literacies. As explored later in this chapter, the popularity of 
study guides, which enhance educational use and drive Screenrights remuneration, is a key 
example of this. 
The digital extension of Screenrights: EnhanceTV 
In 2012, Screenrights implemented a major new digital distribution initiative through its 
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partner organisation, EnhanceTV, to assist educators with film and television in the classroom. 
This digital distribution initiative incorporated an online service providing information on 
educational broadcasts, a store for purchasing copied programs and a web streaming service – 
EnhanceTV Direct. Purchases via EnhanceTV can only be made through institutions with a 
Screenrights licence. EnhanceTV provides information about programs and individual copies of 
broadcast television programs in either DVD or download via its online store. 
EnhanceTV Direct is a web-based streaming application that provides access to the entire 
archive for schools with an annual subscription to the service (Screenrights 2012). In the content 
owners’ information, made available upon launch of EnhanceTV Direct, both the role of this new 
service and the rapidly shifting digital distribution landscape within education were foregrounded: 
The way in which content is delivered and accessed is changing fundamentally. In order for Screenrights to 
continue to fulfil its two-fold aim of providing access to audiovisual content for educators and payment to 
rights-holders, it is important that we stay at the forefront of these changes. EnhanceTV Direct is a system that 
delivers content over the web in a way that educators want to access and use, and also –– by working within 
the existing Screenrights’ licence – in ways that provide payment to filmmakers and rights-holders (EnhanceTV 
2012). 
It is difficult to see how EnhanceTV’s entry into the education market as a non-profit 
subsidiary of Screenrights cannot impact DVD sales of those same titles from established 
distributors. Similarly, EnhanceTV Direct may create significant competition for commercial 
suppliers of other education focussed audiovisual streaming services such as ClickView. 
EnhanceTV Direct offers a quality assurance mechanism not automatically available to other kinds 
of documentary distributors in this area - the TV broadcast itself. The distribution rights enjoyed 
by the not-for-profit EnhanceTV Direct, and automatically triggered upon broadcast of a 
documentary, are not available to any other commercial distributors who must negotiate on a title-
by-title basis with rights-holders before representing their films. 
Put simply, if a film or documentary has been broadcast, then it will be available as a digital 
copy via EnhanceTV and priced on a non-profit basis. As more content comes online, both from 
Screenrights archives and from ongoing TV broadcasts, the case to purchase an EnhanceTV 
documentary title from any distributor other than EnhanceTV seems a difficult economic case to 
make for schools. 
Despite the definite utility of EnhanceTV, the service remains yet another digital platform 
for educators to navigate at a time of increasing content abundance. Although the TV broadcast 
does function as a quality control mechanism, there remains an enormous amount of content 
available through EnhanceTV that may be daunting to educators. 
 
EnhanceTV Direct will provide digital streaming access to content previously only available through 
EnhanceTV as DVD or download with educators and students now able to ‘access more than 11,000 
programs (with over 100 added each week) from any Internet connected computer (EnhanceTV Direct 2012). 
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As outlined above, for a documentary to receive a Free to Air (FTA) or Pay TV broadcast, 
it has already passed a challenging set of creative criteria. Therefore, the quality of documentary 
content available through EnhanceTV Direct is more likely to be high due to the commissioning 
or acquisition process required for broadcast through FTA or Pay TV. Inevitably, like any other 
program, when a documentary is screened by a broadcaster, the potential rating success of that 
documentary is a consideration and closely analysed upon broadcast. 
How relevant are these ratings when considered through the frame of documentary 
ineducation? The NZ On Air call for submissions to the agency’s Documentary Funding Policy 
Discussion Paper resulted in industry groups urging caution on the potential cultural and 
economic weighting of TV ratings. Several submissions noted the ‘value of many documentary 
films was not their rating on first outing, but their longevity and ongoing availability’ (Barclay 2012). 
The education market for documentary film has a significant role to play here as identified by 
Maori broadcaster MTS: ‘Screenrights revenue gives an indication of the life a factual TV project 
has in the education sector, and is another success indicator that should be measured’ (cited in 
Barclay 2012). Arguably, the ongoing financial returns from Screenrights represent an effective way 
in which the Australian documentary industry can both monitor the implementation of their 
productions in a wider cultural sphere and see a financial return on that use. The introduction of 
EnhanceTV Direct potentially marks a major shift in the digital provision of documentary within 
education and a welcome additional avenue through which filmmakers can receive royalties from 
Screenrights. Documentaries also receive special mention in EnhanceTV Direct's promotional 
material. ‘EnhanceTV helps to ensure Australian film and television makers reap the benefits that 
the education market brings. In some cases, educational copying royalties contribute significantly 
to the budget of their next documentary’ (Screenrights 2014). EnhanceTV Direct does not require 
specialised software and can be accessed through a standard web browser and multiple devices on 
demand. 
Also, what was previously an onerous reporting responsibility for educators using the 
Screenrights licence is now automated through the digital affordances of EnhanceTV. Ordinarily 
under the Screenrights licence, educational institutions are sampled to assess what content they are 
recording off-air. This is not an ideal system as complete accounting of programs recorded and 
used by educators relies on complete accounting from institutions. Human error and lax record 
keeping inevitably translate to missing financial returns for rights-holders. The sampling and 
reporting enabled by EnhanceTV Direct will substantially improve this process with EnhanceTV 
Direct (2012): ‘Full copyright compliance...all reporting is done by the system’. This research 
suggests the automated and online accounting of program use will result in year on year, increased 
returns to rights-holders as EnhanceTV Direct is implemented across both secondary and tertiary 
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education. 
The key factor enabling both the financial returns from this arrangement and the digital use 
of the documentary within education remains the initial (and increasingly vital) TV broadcast. 
Consequently, documentary sector access to the cultural, educative and financial benefits of 
EnhanceTV Direct, hinge on the monopsony acquisition and commissioning decisions of TV 
broadcasters. The vital nature of this broadcast will be further underlined in the next three to five 
years as EnhanceTV Direct gains traction in both secondary and tertiary sectors. However, the 
analogue, TV broadcast detail of the Screenrights licence, fails to account for developments 
around certain digital content use such as Open Educational Resources and the digital ‘catch-up’ 
re-transmission services of the broadcasters. 
 
Tensions between OER, catch-up TV and Screenrights 
 
This research argues the financial returns to industry through Screenrights collection and 
distribution functions not only as a vital revenue stream for the documentary sector, but also as a 
valuable means to track educational implementation of their work. However, this enthusiasm for 
copyright collection returns to industry remains a contentious issue regarding cost burdens to the 
education sector and education sector compliance and reporting. As outlined in Chapter One, 
significant efforts have been made by state and federal governments in recent years to create 
copyright-free collections of resources (OER) 
These efforts can be seen in the initial ‘call for content’ for The Le@rning Federation 
(TLF). The National Digital Learning Resources Network through Education Services Australia 
outlines the work TLF as procuring, or developing educationally effective digital resources, 
specifically for Australian and New Zealand curriculum and making these available free for 
educators with no further copyright remuneration payable (The Le@rning Federation 2008). 
Optimism in 2008 for the potential savings resulting from implementation of digital content 
through The Le@rning Federation (2008) was significant, 
All contributed content must, from the specification stage, factor in and budget for Australia and New Zealand-
wide copyright clearance for free use in all schools. Total costs in both options will be initially offset, and 
eventually covered, by Ministers’ savings in Copyright Agency Limited (CAL) remuneration fees for digital 
copying and use that are predicted to rise steeply in the future. 
In terms of video content, 2781 clips were held as part of over 6000 digital curriculum 
content items on the Le@rning Federation site. A significant number of those clips were 
documentaries which, in keeping with the OER (open educational resource) remit of the TLF, 
attracted no reporting to Screenrights or resulting returns to the documentary sector. In June 2013, 
the Le@rning Federation site closed, with content being migrated to learning management system 
Scootle. As confirmed in the analysis of the ALRC review in Chapter Two, copyright collection 
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(whether through CAL or Screenrights) is not without critics in education. In the case of the 
Le@rning Federation, this has led to state education body intervention in developing a suite of 
highly curriculum-relevant resources to sidestep current and future fees. Questions remain as to 
whether or not the creation of audiovisual resource collections for Australian educators free of 
copyright remuneration (ABC and Education Services Australia Splash service) will provide much 
long-term benefit to the Australian screen sector? More importantly to the core pedagogical 
function of these resources, will such audiovisual resources hold the narrative engagement and 
cineliteracy affordances of documentary content or will they fall within the instructional form 
characterising much educational video? 
These OER questions also throw into sharp relief other freely accessible and authorised 
streaming services educators currently access. This includes catch-up streaming of broadcast 
programmes via ABC iView and SBS On Demand. The several week catch-up TV window is now 
an inclusion in nearly all commissioning or acquisition agreements between broadcasters and the 
documentary sector. As outlined, educational access to these catch-up services is not covered by 
the Screenrights licence. It is possible these concurrent, but non-monetised, streaming services will 
impact the educational purchase of those same programmes on EnhanceTV Direct, leading to a 
potential loss of revenue to the Australian documentary sector. EnhanceTV Direct (2012) drew 
the attention of rights-holders to this absence of reporting upon launch, 
Screenrights members should be aware that when educators a c c e s s  programs via other online streaming services, on 
s i tes  such as  YouTube , SBS On Demand and ABC iView, it is not covered by the Screenrights educational 
licence and so no payment is made by Screenrights for these websites. This also includes the recently announced 
ABC/ESA Education Portal Project (Splash). 
 
The salient point Screenrights makes, is that online broadcaster ‘catch-up’ services as well 
as other online streaming services, currently fall outside the current Screenrights remit as detailed 
in the Copyright Act. Opposing views on whether the Screenrights licence should extend to this 
online, re-broadcast of content were mounted in submissions to the ALRC Inquiry: Copyright and 
the Digital Economy by both the Copyright Advisory Group (CAG) for Australian schools and 
Screenrights. While Screenrights and schools may not broadly agree on remuneration extending to 
the catch-up services of broadcasters, more common ground can be found on the cineliterate 
value-adding that study guides, chapterisation, and teacher’s notes and additional bridging materials 
can bring. Study guides speak directly to the pedagogical relevance required by the education 
market and identified within this research. Through enhancing educational delivery of 
documentary content, bridging materials such as study guides increase both educational use and 
returns to the documentary sector. 
 
Study Guides - Enhancing educational use and educational returns 
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Study guides are designed to facilitate maximum educational engagement with 
documentary film in education.  Higher rates of educational implementation of documentary titles 
through both the study guide and the TV broadcast they often support, lead to a marked increase 
in revenue from Screenrights incomes when these guides are properly funded, created and 
promoted alongside the film. As noted by funding body for New Zealand broadcasting, NZ On 
Air (2012), the creation of study guides as supporting material for documentary, results in 
increased returns for rights-holders and industry as a whole. 
The production of guides and related resources for local documentaries will increase use of such TV 
programmes in the education sector with correspondingly increased Screenrights revenue returns to the 
producers and greater return on the real and perceived ‘value’ of NZ On Air’s investment of public funds in 
local programmes (NZ On Air 2012). 
 
This view was echoed in the Australian state funding context as FitzSimons et al. (2011) 
noted in a documentary specific discussion of the Film Finance Corporation. Fitzsimons suggested 
‘from 2002, the Corporation required producers of films it supported to be signed-up Screenrights 
members in order to receive revenue for the broadcasting of their work……and to build $2000 into 
their budget for the production of a study guide to accompany their film’. Certainly, the historical 
creation of hard copy study guides and the shift into digital versions has been a valuable generator 
of income for ATOM as FitzSimons went on to note, ‘ATOM was commissioned to write the 
study guides for the FFC, and indeed performed this role for all the major public screen agencies 
and broadcasters in Australia as well as numerous commercial free-to-air networks, pay television 
and international companies’. 
Screenrights argued in 2012 ‘in our experience administering educational copying licences, 
these guides can encourage educational use of a programme’. Having also surveyed educators 
across Australia in 2012, more than 70% of the teachers stated the availability of a study guide 
would influence their decision whether or not to use a programme in class. 
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Figure 3: Study Guides (Screenrights, 2012)  
 
The Screenrights survey above, offers a powerful indication of the value of study guides to 
educators and underscores the importance of their creation for those in the documentary sector. 
In 2004, then current BBC Worldwide Asia Pacific Marketing Director, Jill Bryant, further 
underlined these Screenrights survey findings in a global context reporting that 73% of the 
respondents to a BBC customer survey felt the availability of study guides influenced classroom 
use of a documentary. 
 
Distribution policy 
 
Current Screenrights Chairman, Jill Bryant, reinforced the educational, cultural and 
economic primacy of Screenrights within the Australian education space in the company’s 2011- 
2012 annual report (2012) stating, 
Screenrights operates at the point where copyright and technological change meet, the place where questions of 
rights and access are being discussed and fought over in the courts, and in government reviews and 
enquiries. Our strong financial results demonstrate our strength in this landscape, and our new services ensure the 
ongoing importance of our role in the future. 
The  two  major  technology  innovations  ushered  in  by  the  organisation  in  2012,  
MyScreenrights, an online registration program for copyright holders, and EnhanceTV Direct, 
signalled a willingness to embrace technological innovation in the educational distribution of 
documentary. In doing so, Screenrights also increased financial returns for the documentary 
industry they represented. In line with the Screenrights distribution policy, documentaries also 
attracted a higher return to rights-holders than other factual formats such as news or current affairs. 
The total distributable amount for Screenrights members for all content types, including 
documentary, in 2011/12 was $34.55 million, an increase of 11.70% on the $30.93 million 
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declared for distribution in 2010/11 (Screenrights 2012).  In the most recent available 2013/2014 
Annual Report, Screenrights 
 
 
• Collected  $42.0  million  in  licence  revenue  and  other  income  for  the  film  and 
television industries, with expenses at 14.91% of collections. 
• Made more than 2,260 individual payments to members with a total distribution of more 
than $34.92 million 
There was a shortfall between the collected figures and the distributed figures due to 
difficulties in contacting and transferring payment to copyright owners. Of most relevance to this 
research, Screenrights suggested the ‘average amount of total royalties for documentaries each year 
is approximately $16m, which includes local and overseas documentaries, one-off and series 
formats’ (Screenrights 2012). Certainly, these figures indicate the size of the education market for 
audiovisual content. They also underline the vital role played by Screenrights in monetising this 
content, returning those funds to rights-holders and seeking to improve the effectiveness of this 
service year on year. 
The role of the Screenrights license and the work of subsidiary companies EnhanceTV, 
EnhanceTV Direct and Informit EduTV in furthering the implementation and remuneration of 
documentary in education, cannot be understated. Screenrights continues to ‘show the money’ to 
the Australian documentary sector. Indirectly, they also tell a compelling story for producers and 
rights-holders about where and how their films are being utilised in education. As Fitzsimons et al. 
(2011) argued, documentary is key to the success of Screenrights for all stakeholders, 
‘Documentary has been the largest of the genres copied through the scheme. Over time, this has 
become a significant income source for both filmmakers and investing institutions’. 
As digital abundance continues apace, high use of documentary across primary, secondary 
and tertiary education shows no sign of diminishing. However, the Screenrights/EnhanceTV 
Direct model remains but one digitally facilitated copyright mechanism contributing to the 
financial sustainability of the Australian documentary sector. As discussed in Chapter Seven, other 
players, both commercial and not-for-profit, are eyeing an NBN connected classroom 
underpinned by national curriculum support for audiovisual resources provision through Media 
Arts as a commercial and cultural space to explore. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This chapter has outlined the historical context of documentary support and educational 
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relevance in Australia including the crucial role of Screenrights in providing a mechanism 
facilitating the use and remuneration of said documentary content. However Australian educators, 
like those in the UK and US, face a barrage of resource options as a result of digital and online 
distribution capacity on the supply side, and digital and online affordance embedded in student 
cultures on the demand side. What lessons can international curators with an understanding of 
cineliteracy deliver for the Australian context of documentary in the education market? Through 
international comparisons between territories sharing a common language, the Australian context 
can be placed into sharper cultural and economic relief. An examination of documentary’s role in 
defining and/or contributing to an understanding of cineliteracy in education in US and UK 
contexts not only broadens the theoretical underpinnings of this research but also allows for the 
Chapter Seven best practice observations for the Australian context. 
112  
Chapter Five: UK International Case Studies 
 
Introduction 
 
 
The following chapter outlines how the initial Australian research above revealed the 
need for international examples of innovative practice connecting documentary with education 
audiences. A benchmarking for best practice approach allowed for the following UK film 
organisations to be identified: 
 
• The Film Space (née Film Education) 
• The British Film Institute (BFI) 
• BRITDOC including online platform DocAcademy 
Consideration of benchmarking adaptation into this field is outlined. This chapter then 
presents case studies drawing on interview data collection with each of the organisations above. 
The findings from these UK cases are then benchmarked against the research themes drawn 
throughout this research allowing for best practice observations to emerge from this benchmarking 
process. 
The previous chapter examined the strong historical and contemporary function of 
documentary in Australia. Despite this integration of documentary into the fabric of Australian 
screen practice, it became apparent early in the research that Australia still lags behind other 
English language countries in connecting documentary with both education audiences and an 
education market. Innovative practice must be sought further afield in territories with shared 
language and a population base warranting more comprehensive strategies around documentary 
and education. In comparison to the United Kingdom, Australia has not engaged in 
commensurate levels of investment in an inclusive well-resourced national film education strategy. 
Nor has Australia sought or secured bi-partisan policy support for such an initiative. Indeed, 
Australia is still in the midst of implementing a national Media Arts curriculum for successful 
adoption by all states and territories.  A  low  population  base  and  a  collection  of  state  and  
territory education departments not in ‘lock-step’ over curricula, should not prohibit the Australian 
education or documentary sectors in benefitting from  innovative  international  practice. This gap 
in Australian knowledge, and the research opportunity inherent in that gap, has driven the two 
groups of international case study chapters that follow. 
 
The path to benchmarking 
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International exemplars of documentary and screen content connecting with education 
audiences were sought at the outset of the research. These film foundations, festivals, charities and 
other organisations were located through a combination of prior industry knowledge, scholarly 
recommendations and desk research. It was anticipated this preliminary UK and US research 
would allow for direct Australian comparisons and improved practice in connecting Australian 
education audiences with the documentary sector. Significant scoping of activity in UK and US 
contexts took place during this time. Despite this work, a theoretical lens through which to 
effectively measure the varied work of these film organisations (and enable a set of observations 
relevant to an Australian context) proved difficult to establish. In order to develop a rigorous and 
practical system of comparison amongst the agencies involved in documentary and educational 
outreach, the theoretical lens adapted was a Benchmarking for Best Practices approach (Bogan & 
English 1994). By applying this established system from a business context into a policy and 
organisational framework suitable for film foundations, festivals and charities, effective comparison 
across organisations could take place. Additionally, this approach allowed a set of observations for 
the Australian context to emerge from the research. 
Bogan and English’s Benchmarking for best practices: winning through innovative 
adaptation (1994) provides the core base for the best practice analysis. Bogan and English join 
other key scholars in the established field of benchmarking within industrial and business contexts 
(Overman and Boyd 1994, Bretschneider et al. 2004). There is some precedent for this approach 
within scholarly based research analysis, as Bretschneider points out: ‘While most of the so-called 
best practices literature comes from management consultants and practicing managers, it has also 
found its way into a variety of more academic settings’. Indeed, benchmarking is an evolutionary 
practice; Bowers (cited in Bogan 1994) vividly argued the ‘second person to light a fire became 
humankind’s first benchmarker’. Therefore, innovative adaptation, the foundation of the 
benchmarking process, has existed as long as we have been able to witness, copy and adapt. 
Camp (1995) defined benchmarking as ‘the search for industry best practices that lead to 
superior performance’. While Camp’s definition can be easily understood in a business context, 
Bogan (1994) argued the distinction between benchmarking and benchmarks may elude many, but 
warrants clear definition, 
In our view, benchmarking is the on-going search for best practices that produce superior performance 
when adapted and implemented in one's organisation. Emphasis should be placed on benchmarking as an on-
going outreach activity, the goal of the outreach is identification of best operating practices that, when 
implemented produce superior performance. Benchmarks, in contrast to benchmarking, are measurements to 
gauge the performance, function, operation, or business relative to others.  
Assigning four core benchmarks to the international cases below, allows for the eventual 
identification of best practices as these benchmarks function as both criteria for case study 
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inclusion and a measure of the organisations’ practice. The benchmarking of the following case 
studies is considered in terms of how these cases respond to the central themes of this research, 
developed in Chapter One. See below for Bogan’s (1994) figure outlining this approach for 
business and the author’s adaptation of same: 
 
 
Metrics Processes 
 
 
Benchmarks Benchmarking 
 
 
Operating Statistics Practices 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Best Practices 
 
 
Figure 4: Best Practice approach (Bogan 1994) 
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Figure 5: Adapted Best Practice approach (Elkington 2015)
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Defined by Bogan (1994) as ‘the systematic process of searching for best practices, 
innovative ideas, and highly effective operating procedures that lead to superior performance’, the 
basis for benchmarking as an organising and comparative theory for the case studies becomes 
clear. 
 Highly developed, well-resourced education systems exist in all geographic contexts of this 
research (UK, US, Australia). Furthermore, these education systems are aligned in utilising 
documentary as a resource to support instruction alongside the cineliteracy outcomes identified in 
this research. Despite overlapping contexts (education audiences for documentary/pedagogical 
outcomes through documentary), significant variations exist between these territories. Largely these 
variations concern access and availability in a globalised attention economy of screen content. The 
question then becomes how to acknowledge these significant variations in international contexts 
and still be receptive to developing the best practices, innovations and effective operating 
procedures identified by Bogan? By delineating largely formal (in-class) education outreach case 
studies in the UK context from largely informal (outside class) cases in the US context, a diverse 
range of practices can be accounted for, suitably aligned, compared and tabled in consideration for 
application in an Australian context. Further, in an effort to standardise the many variables across 
the multiple educational elements in play, all cases are measured to the four core benchmarks 
below and all are benchmarked against the prevailing themes identified in Chapter One: 
 
• The education market is a challenging commercial environment and complex cultural 
space. 
• The education market demands pedagogical relevance alongside broader audience concerns 
of quality, access and price. 
• Cineliteracy,  the  cultural  and  artistic  valuing  of  film,  directly  addresses  this 
pedagogical relevance in terms of audiovisual content. 
• Documentary has always been a privileged resource in education. 
• Educators   navigate a    rapidly   expanding a n d    digitally   mediated a m o u n t    of 
documentary. 
• This abundance of documentary does not come with corresponding time for educators to 
navigate this content. Trusted curators are needed, such as distributors, film festivals and 
foundations. 
• A greater understanding of cineliteracy can help these curators bridge their content through 
supporting materials into education. 
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• This supply side consideration of cineliteracy will improve doco sector sustainability and 
better cater to the unique pedagogical demand side of education. 
The four core benchmarks: 
 
• ‘Public facing’ web presence actively promoting the link between documentary and/or 
film content connecting with education audiences. This public, online presence (website) 
is current and updated with links through to an active social media presence (Facebook, 
Twitter, YouTube). 
• Easily identified programs and outreach strategies to connect documentary and/or film 
content with education audiences. Either through ‘formal’ or in-class engagement and 
‘informal’, off-site engagement such as cinema and/or festival screenings. 
• Creation and/or distribution of cineliterate bridging materials in the form of study 
guides, teachers’ notes or other supporting materials. 
• Established standalone organisation or new initiative of an established parent or partner 
organisation. By established, it is meant the organisation has a long and well regarded track 
record variously endorsed by positive reports in trade publications, blogs, online reports 
and film news websites. 
All six international case studies met these core benchmarks. Further to these, and                      
in keeping with both the documentary and education market focus of this research, several 
additional benchmarks to measure the cases against were considered. 
 
• A curatorial approach aligning with the cineliteracy focus of this research; however 
explicit use of the term ‘cineliteracy’ was not a requirement; 
• A focus on documentary content specifically alongside unambiguous public facing 
articulation of the motivation for that focus; 
• A digital extension component to the delivery of documentary and/or film content 
to education audience; 
• An awareness of, or intention to, monetise that digital distribution of content; 
• Outreach strategies to engage the documentary sector coupled with an awareness of 
the need for remuneration to form part of those strategies. 
As a result of these benchmarks, the following UK and US film festivals, foundations and 
charities were selected for case studies in the research: 
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UK Case Studies 
 
• The Film Space (nee Film Education) 
• The British Film Institute (BFI) 
• BRITDOC including online platform DocAcademy 
US Case Studies 
 
• The Jacob Burns Film Center (sic) (JBFC) 
• The Full Frame Documentary Film Festival 
• The  San  Francisco  Film  Society/Festival  including  online  platform FilmEd 
The following case studies are interrogated against the themes of this research through 
application and analysis of desk research, document analysis, thick description and expert 
interviews (Woodside 2010). These research strategies uncovered connections between the supply 
aspect of film distribution, the crucial, curatorial role of the organisations studied in the cases 
below and the demand side of education audiences increasingly primed for affecting film 
experiences within learning environments. These international cases complement the following 
Australian organisational case studies in Chapter Seven, conducted prior to international data 
gathering. These Australian cases were first conducted to scan the existing landscape of the 
education market for film and documentary content and were not subject to benchmarking as they 
represent the end point destination where the international best practice findings can ultimately be 
implemented in the Australian context. 
 
Australian Studies 
 
• The Australian Teachers of Media (ATOM) 
• Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF) 
• Campfire Film Foundation 
• ClickView 
These Australian organisational case studies represent a combination of professional 
associations and documentary specific foundations (ATOM and DAF), social enterprise 
foundations (Campfire Film Foundation) and commercial entities (ClickView). Collectively these 
Australian cases are linked by the core concerns of this research – significant (or exclusive) 
documentary focus, an engagement with education as a market for documentary, emerging digital 
extension strategies and an awareness of cineliteracy affordances and the role of curation in 
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meeting the needs of the education sector. This broad mapping of multiple stakeholders within the 
Australian education market for documentary was necessary before looking further afield to the 
international examples of documentary and education market connections. By sequencing the 
fieldwork in this way, an understanding of the Australian documentary education market context, 
the areas of contention, and the generally agreed successes can be understood before examining 
similar instances of contention and success in an international context. 
Fundamentally, the international case studies of festivals, foundations and charities below 
are united in a shared commitment to connect film and documentary content with education 
audiences. Through analysis of these formal and informal efforts to cater to cineliteracy 
affordances, an improved understanding of how organisations are meeting the challenge of digital 
abundance and shrinking ‘budgets’ in an attention economy can be gained. The following section 
provides a broad contextual overview of UK film education strategy encompassing the BFI and 
that organisation’s work around notions of cineliteracy. An introduction to each of the UK cases 
will then follow with an analysis section for each case benchmarked against the central research 
themes identified in Chapter One. 
 
UK Cases context – National film education strategy and the BFI 
 
Our ambition is to move decisively on from the longstanding debate about the place of the moving image in 
education. In many respects this issue is as outdated as the debate over the role of digital technology. We can 
achieve much more with a new agenda: how to equip all of our young – and not so young – people with the 
analytical and the practical skills to appreciate, interpret and apply the language of film, just as we expect 
them to achieve so much through the printed text. (BFI 2015) 
 
Prior to detailing the UK case study findings, it is necessary to outline the cultural and 
economic state of play regarding documentary distribution within the UK education market. The 
current state of film education in the United Kingdom has undergone substantive institutional 
change over the course of the past decade as various governmental, educational and commercial 
stakeholders have shifted priorities and resources around an education market comprising ‘8 
million 5–19 year olds in formal education’ (Film Education 2012) across ‘26,700 schools in the 
UK’ (The Industry Trust for IP Awareness 2013). These figures evidence an enormous potential 
market for licencing, distributing and engaging with audiovisual content. As outlined above, early 
stage research led to a preliminary scan of film organisations with strong education focus and 
outreach strategy. Upon completing this scan, The British Film Institute (BFI) readily emerged as 
an exemplary international organisation aligning with the aforementioned benchmark criteria. 
The UK education market for screen content has been strongly influenced on both 
pedagogical and cultural fronts by the cineliteracy efforts of the British Film Institute (BFI) over 
the course of the organisation’s 80-year existence. The most comprehensive and forward focused 
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of these efforts in recent years is the Film Forever Plan (2012). This plan ‘builds on legacy work 
(by organisations such as FILMCLUB, Film Education, First Light, as well as the BFI) that shows 
educational engagement with film can build a range of life skills, open up thinking, expand 
horizons and improve educational attainment’  (BFI 2012). With the Australian national 
curriculum (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority 2016) now planning a 
dedicated film component via Media Arts across primary and secondary schooling, the national 
implementation of film literacies in the UK through the Film Forever Plan (BFI 2012) offers 
valuable potential exemplars for an Australian context. 
As a result of discussion with the Australian film education sector this research has 
established the current level of commitment from UK stakeholders in advancing the role of film in 
education is recognised at an international level. UK film and education scholars, often linked to 
the BFI, are regarded as innovators and thought leaders in their field (Bazalgette, Reid, 
Buckingham, Fraser). This is particularly impressive considering that explicit study of film is yet to 
be embedded within the UK national curriculum. In 2014 Chairman of the BFI and former 
Director General of the BBC, Greg Dyke, discussed both the desire to enact national curriculum 
change while also highlighting the highly politicised nature of any comprehensive educational 
reform. Dyke suggested, ‘There is an argument for putting film into the national curriculum, but 
that’s going to take a long time, especially with this government’ (Times Education Supplement 
2014). This disconnect between the international reputation of UK film education and actual 
curricular underpinning of that teaching, was also highlighted by Pete Fraser while attending the 
Australian Teachers of Media national conference in 2013. In the year Australia planned to 
nationally recognise a Media Arts curriculum in primary teaching across the country, Fraser 
reflected that Australian ‘delegates were aghast to hear that in England, which they had long seen as 
a model for their own media teaching, the new national curriculum takes us in the opposite 
direction, with no mention of media texts whatever appearing’ (Fraser 2013). 
Despite this lack of film specific curricula focus in the UK, it is the BFI’s extensive and 
longstanding engagement with education audiences which has contributed to the aforementioned 
Australian admiration of media teaching that Fraser references. Indeed, despite the lack of 
curriculum recognition, high profile British champions of film in education broadly, and 
cineliteracy specifically, such as David Puttnam, have been vocal since the turn of the century that 
connections between film and education in the UK must be strengthened. In 1999 Lord Puttnam 
argued that ‘after fifteen years concerted work with the film and television industry and the 
education sector, cineliteracy is an increasingly fundamental platform of national cultural policy’. 
Cineliteracy as a widely understood term still operates, even in the UK context, largely through 
vocal exponents such as Lord Puttnam. These ongoing and likely irreconcilable ontological 
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debates around the nature of film education literacies (cine, screen, film and media literacies) will 
continue in both the UK and global contexts. If scholars seek perspective from these 
nomenclature concerns, and holistically scan the work of organisations such as the BFI, the UK’s 
steadfast commitment in national cultural policy to ‘film’ education cannot be denied. 
Writing in the trade journal Variety, Robert Mitchell (2012) reported that BFI chairman 
Greg Dyke ‘urged the government to recognize the importance of film education while unveiling 
the organisation’s plan to invest £28 million ($44.8 million) in education over the next four years’. 
Dyke foregrounded the importance of cineliteracy, including links with print literacies in his 
speech, reminding the assembled audience at the 56th BFI London Film Festival that the films of 
Charles Dickens were for many people their first introduction to his work. ‘It's barmy if we are 
going to restrict the minds of the young while in school only to the conventional learning approach 
and traditional scholarly works in an era when the medium of choice for millions is the moving 
image’ (cited in Mitchell 2012). As the following case studies demonstrate, outside of the specifics 
of a prescribed curriculum, it is often vocal public supporters who contribute to the positive 
international reputation of UK film education. Figures such as Lord Puttnam publically link the 
outreach work of the BFI alongside charities and not-for-profits such as Film Education, Film 
Space and Into Film. As Film Education reflected upon the announcement of their closure in 
2013, they were ‘proud that other countries have built their own models for film education based 
on Film Education’s initiative and experience’ (2013). 
The first case study below outlines the work of the charity, Film Education, and the 
evolution of that organisation under the guidance of Ian Wall and James Lennox into The Film 
Space. Informed by interviews the author conducted with Ian Wall as part of primary data 
collection processes, the following case study demonstrates how reallocation of funding from 
industry and government stakeholders led to the closure of Film Education and the creation of the 
current large and well-funded national film education charity, ‘Into Film’. Collectively the three 
case studies below demonstrate current UK commitments to film in education. In terms of both 
the educational appreciation and valuing of film (cineliteracy) and film embedded within 
education, each UK case represents salient best practice examples of what a well-resourced and 
unified approach to embedding film in education has the potential to yield in the Australian 
context. 
 
UK Case Study One - The Film Space and Film Education 
 
In 1986, Lord David Puttnam encouraged Ian Wall to found the charity Film Education, a 
‘privately funded charity that provides award-winning curriculum-based teaching resources, teacher 
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training and cinema-based events across the UK (Film Education 2013). Echoing that 
encouragement, Puttnam would later argue ‘I absolutely believe in the importance of screen 
literacy; it is a concept that should be at the very heart of any educational system that wishes to 
equip its citizens to deal with the complexities of life in the 21st Century’ (Puttnam 1999). Film 
Education would go on to receive support from filmmakers such as Bend It Like Beckham's 
Gurinder Chadha, Boy in the Striped Pyjamas' Mark Herman, critic Mark Kermode and Richard 
Attenborough. The core funder of Film Education was Cinema First, an industry organisation 
comprising UK film exhibitors and distributors. From the outset, Cinema First recognised the 
potential of the ‘education market’ foci of this research. Indeed as Wall (2014) stated, initially the 
focus of the funding was to effectively reach a specific demographic for cinemas and increase 
attendance: 
We started years and years and years ago, funded as I say by distribution and exhibition and their interest was  
not  in education at all. Education and schools gave them this phenomenal market, particularly at that kind of 
14-18 year old group where the audience completely fragments so that it is very difficult to find one channel 
that  will hit  all of  those different tribes and therefore there is one place where all those tribes come 
together and that is in a classroom. 
Film Education began producing printed study guide materials and quickly expanded to 
CD-ROMs, teacher training, and producing television programmes for the BBC Learning Zone 
and Channel 4 Schools on film related topics. 
 
During 26 years of operation Film Education delivered: 
• Regular engagement with teachers across the UK 
• Direct industry support for the use of film in the classroom 
• Providing film-related, curriculum linked, award-winning teaching resources 
• Training and workshops for educators on the use of film across 
• A wide range of curriculum subjects 
• Giving young people the opportunity to meet and talk to filmmakers and 
 industry professionals 
• In-cinema experience of events such as National Schools Film Week,  
CineSchool, Sun Screens and Autism Friendly Screening Days 
• Innovative initiatives such as CP3, Young Film Critic and Be ©reative 
       (Film Eduction 2014) 
 
UK Case Study Two - The British Film Institute (BFI) 
 
The BFI sits within this research as an exemplar of international best practice as evidenced 
by this organisation’s consistent institutional support of film production, exhibition, and 
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importantly, education, within the United Kingdom. Within English language film culture, the 
function of the BFI as an institution, preserving and promoting cinema, is well recognised. 
Through the collective production, distribution, exhibition and branding efforts of the BFI, it 
remains synonymous with the best of British filmmaking and acts to maintain the global appeal of 
this national cinema. While a comprehensive history of the BFI’s efforts within UK film education 
is beyond the scope of this single case study, the following section will outline key developments 
leading to the current rigorous and highly regarded film education policy of the BFI. A historical 
analysis of the BFI’s education efforts also provides greater understanding of cineliteracy - the key 
theoretical lens under which this research operates. Description and analysis of publicly available 
documents detailing the education outreach work of the BFI serves as crucial contextual grounding 
for the case study interview. This was conducted with the BFI’s Head of Education, Mark Reid, 
who has worked with the organisation for over 17 years. Although the BFI’s remit is broader than 
documentaries alone, the longstanding and privileged position of the documentary as a resource 
within education results in the form comprising a sizable number of the resources underpinning 
the education outreach of the BFI. 
Founded in 1933, the British Film Institute exists as ‘one of the oldest and most 
distinguished government supported cultural institutions in the world’ (Nowell-Smith 2012). 
However, Dupin (2006) claimed the ensuing war years after the BFI’s establishment did little to 
improve the organisation as many staff were mobilised and the BFI headquarters damaged by 
shelling. While it might be assumed the BFI was well equipped for the production of wartime 
propaganda, this key responsibility was then handled by the newly formed Ministry of Information 
leading to a ‘doubling down’ of the BFI’s role of educating the British public through film. During 
and immediately after WW II, this emergent educational function of the BFI was not then 
contextualised as a cineliterate education about the creative and cultural function of film, but rather 
education through film in the form of instructive, non-narrative short works. The BFI would only 
develop their cineliterate organisational focus much later in the century. The instructive, expository 
work created by the BFI during the war years is the same content this researcher has been careful 
to identify and exclude from this study of narrative documentary more than 70 years later. 
However, the BFI’s narrow wartime focus on film as education at the expense of film as a creative, 
narrative and cineliterate force was not without its critics. In 1945 the BFI’s then secretary, Olwen 
Vaughan, ‘one of the only staff members with a genuine interest in film as an art form’ (Dupin, 
2006) resigned as it became clear to her the ‘British Film Institute would become increasingly 
concerned with educational films and visual education in the period of reconstruction’ (ibid). 
Here, the early theoretical underpinnings of the value proposition inherent within cineliteracy, that 
film has a crucial artistic and cultural value, began to form. 
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However, the educational film focus of the BFI Vaughan feared, would not last.  The 
turning point in 1948 was the release of the Radcliffe Report which for the first time publicly 
acknowledged the work of the BFI in terms of ‘film appreciation’ and tasked the organisation to 
‘encourage the development of the art of film and foster public appreciation and study of it’ (cited 
in Dupin 2006). The cultural remit of the Radcliffe Report set the template for the work of the 
BFI from the late 1940s until now, including film archiving, appreciation, criticism, promotion, 
exhibition and a renewed strategy for incorporating film as a creative force across all aspects of 
education. During the 1960s the BFI would pioneer film studies as a discipline within secondary 
and tertiary education and from the 1970s onwards, became a significant funder and catalyst for 
film production in the UK. The BFI were instrumental in ‘supporting the growth of media 
education in the 1980s, and engaging with English and literacy in the 1990s’ (BFI 2014). Despite 
BFI turnover approaching £30m (GBP) by the late 1990s (Nowell-Smith 2012), the production 
and regional support activities were absorbed  by the UK Film Council in 2000 before the 
abolition of the council in 2010 and the ensuing re-acquisition of these responsibilities by the BFI, 
by then in receipt of over £30m (GBP) worth of National Lottery funding annually. 
  
In 2012, the BFI developed Film Forever, a five year plan that identified ‘expanding education 
and learning opportunities and boosting audience choice across the UK’ as the first of three 
strategic priorities. Film Forever marked a turning point in UK film education. The five-year plan 
demonstrated a ‘single unified programme has been established for watching, making and 
learning about film’ (BFI 2013). Key strands of the Film Forever expanded education strategy, 
included the investment of National Lottery funding to create Film Nation UK, later renamed 
Into Film. This was an amalgamation of the two active organisations FILMCLUB and First Light, 
in addition to the creation of the BFI Film Academy for 16-19 year olds. 
Continuing a period of sustained, deliberate commitment to a comprehensive education 
outreach strategy, the BFI in October 2013 instigated a review of their film education strategy and 
issued a call-out for submissions on current programs and future direction. This period of 
consultation resulted in the comprehensive policy document, Impact, Relevance and Excellence: a 
New Stage for Film Education organised around three themes: the value of film education, film 
education for all, and the role of the BFI. As argued by the BFI (2014) ‘Underlying this approach 
is an attempt to reframe the arguments for film education, to think about the new education and 
technology landscape, and to find common ground between education and training”. This distinct 
focus on the ‘value’ of film in the most recent film education efforts of the BFI aligns to the spirit, 
if not the letter, of the organisation’s historic work to promote notions of cineliteracy. Collectively, 
the efforts of the BFI, particularly initiatives in recent years, made possible through National 
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Lottery funding, constitute one of the most comprehensive, deliberate, thoroughly planned and 
well-resourced film education and outreach strategies in the English-speaking world. Analysis of 
how these initiatives might be considered in the Australian context is addressed in Chapter Seven. 
 
UK Case Study Three - BRITDOC and DocAcademy 
 
The following case study focuses on the work of BRITDOC and their digital extension 
initiative, DocAcademy. Multiple film, education, funding and corporate stakeholders collaborated 
in the creation of this unique, digitally extended documentary resource for educators. The 
following section outlines the complimentary philosophical approaches to the potential of 
documentary in education from BRITDOC DocAcademy partners and founding organisations. 
By examining the history of these partner organisations, an improved understanding of the cultural 
factors leading to the creation of DocAcademy can be arrived at. Analysis of publicly available 
documents (Britdoc Foundation, 2014) detailing the work of DocAcademy provided crucial 
contextual grounding for the case study interview the author conducted with DocAcademy 
Manager, Gemma Barron, at the London BRITDOC offices  in  July 2014. 
 
As outlined above, DocAcademy was first flagged as a potential case study through 
preliminary research on global documentary specific organisations fostering active connections 
with education. This preliminary research identified the Grierson Trust as a key documentary 
organisation in the UK. After Grierson’s death in 1972, the Grierson Memorial Trust was 
established to assume responsibility for the Grierson Award which had been inaugurated by the 
British Federation of Film Societies (BFFS). A registered charity, the Grierson Trust ‘exists to 
promote documentary filmmaking and to celebrate the work of John Grierson’ (The Grierson 
Trust, 2014). The Grierson Trust is a founding partner of DocAcademy alongside BRITDOC. 
Formerly the Channel 4 BRITDOC Foundation, BRITDOC is an entrepreneurship organisation 
created in 2005. BRITDOC was ‘initially supported by UK broadcaster Channel 4 to support 
British documentaries declined by broadcast commissioners; the BRITDOC Foundation has 
grown to receive further funding from NGOs, brands and foundations such as PUMA Creative 
and the Bertha Foundation to invest in the support of documentary film’ (BRITDOC 
Foundation). BRITDOC cited this diversity of funding as a key strength, arguing a multiple funder 
model on both the organisational and individual project level equates to no single funder having 
overarching control. 
However, while the multiple funder model worked effectively in the embryonic stages of 
BRITDOC, the support of the UK’s Channel 4 was crucial for the on-going viability of the 
organisation. Beadie Finzi, one of BRITDOC’s three directors, alongside Jess Search and Maxyne 
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Franklin suggested, ‘We were very, very lucky that we had just one founding sponsor from the 
beginning. And that was Channel Four (sic) Television in the UK. They gave us our initial seed 
money to start to do this work, but very quickly it diversified enormously...within three years we 
were working internationally - today we work with filmmakers in over thirty countries, directly 
granting and helping them make their films. But also we love to look at the challenges in the 
market and come up with new solutions’ (quoted in Tiley 2014). One of the markets BRITDOC 
identified as a challenge was education. ‘We do experiments in distribution, we’ve been thinking 
and working in the educational space, and we've been working a lot in impact evaluation (ibid). 
In addition to Channel 4, PUMA Creative and the Bertha Foundation, the BRITDOC 
(2014) website outlines, ‘BRITDOC is a not-for-profit film foundation supported by Channel 4 
Television and a number of US and European Foundations including Ford Foundation and 
Sundance Institute. Our mission is to enable the very best independent documentary filmmaking 
around the world’.  Through BRITDOC’s own branding, web presence and official publications 
the role of the documentary is consistently reinforced. This is perhaps best exemplified by the 
headline statement on the mission page of the BRTDOC website: 
 
 
Figure 6: BRITDOC Mission (BRITDOC 2014) 
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This bold statement from BRITDOC speaks to a single-minded focus on the potential of 
documentary and echoes the title and final line of the introduction to Making Movies Matter. This 
landmark BFI Film Education Working Group report (1999) unequivocally stated, ‘We want to 
remind you that movies matter’. BRITDOC’s mission statement positions them not as a film 
organisation dealing with factual infotainment but as a cineliterate organisation dealing with cultural 
work possessing substance and depth. This focus on quality twinned with impact, a focus on films 
that ‘matter’, is a recurring theme of documentary curation. Why are documentaries judged by 
BRITDOC as the only films that matter? Embedded in this mission statement is the longstanding 
function of documentary to educate and raise awareness in a way other audiovisual mediums and 
specific film genres cannot. The function of documentaries as cultural works which increase our 
sum knowledge and understanding of the world within formal and informal education spaces is 
bound up in this declarative mission statement. BRITDOC goes on to highlight the collaborative 
nature of their work while outlining the unique qualities of the documentary content they focus on: 
 
Our Mission: 
 
We befriend great filmmakers, support great films, broker new partnerships, build new 
business models, share new knowledge and develop new audiences globally. We aim to lead by 
example – innovate, share and be copied and innovate again. 
 
Our Driving Principle: 
 
Great documentaries enrich the lives of individuals. They have a unique ability to engage 
and connect people, transform communities and improve societies. 
(BRITDOC 2014) 
In the BRITDOC 2012 yearbook, the Ford Foundation’s Orlando Bagwell highlights 
some key attributes of BRITDOC which are useful to consider when examining the multiple 
stakeholders contributing to DocAcademy, ‘BRITDOC is superb at bringing together key players 
from the non-profit, government and business sectors to ensure that these powerful social justice 
stories reach audiences who can make change happen’. The mix of BRITDOC attributes Bagwell 
cites lay foundations for the Griersonian, documentary content this research focuses on. It is this 
quality, narrative documentary content that both BRITDOC and DocAcademy focus on. 
 
What is DocAcademy? 
 
The ‘About’ page of the DocAcademy website (2014) delivers a clear, brief account of the 
service. This is the public facing description of the organisation and speaks directly to their core 
education audience. The DocAcademy website highlights the following: 
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• a site devised by teachers for teachers 
• a trusted source of the very best non-fiction content tied to lesson plans aligned 
with National Curriculum objectives 
• free and easy to use with no prior training required. 
(DocAcademy 2014) 
 
Doc Academy ‘aims to encourage the use of documentary film within formal learning in 
UK schools. We believe that easy, free access to high-quality documentaries offer a deeper 
understanding of wider social issues, develops media literacy and teaches key skills’. The 
foregrounding of media literacy by DocAcademy aligns closely to the specialised cineliteracy 
identified in this research and echoes the broader positioning of media literacy identified by Reid 
in the previous case study. DocAcademy also includes responses from both teachers and students 
reporting positively to the service. Several of these responses address student engagement through 
the use of documentary resources. 
Phil Hardwick from BBG Academy states, ‘Particularly for the less able or less engaged, 
Doc Academy allows instant connection…it engages them easily and with pace, allows engagement 
to start from the moment they walk in’. Lauren Faith from La Retraite RC Girls' School, 
references the positive feedback generated between cine and print literacies stating, ‘Pupils were 
using more advanced vocabulary and examples from the resources to support their ideas. The 
concepts explored required higher level thinking skills, which pupils demonstrated in their 
assessments’ (DocAcademy 2014). Currently DocAcademy caters to teaching English at Key 
Stages 3 to 5 and is tied to National Curriculum objectives. It is unknown at this stage whether the 
organisation plans to expand their lesson plans and bridging materials to other subject areas. This 
may have been foreshadowed by the inclusion of Wakefield City Academy teacher, Lucy 
Reynolds’, statement in the DocAcademy 2012 Pilot Promo: ‘It has such a wide scope for other 
subject areas, I think you could actually find it would fit into most lessons’. BRITDOC’s vision in 
creating DocAcademy marks a step towards speaking directly to their audience to fully engage 
them with the ‘only films that matter’. Further evidence of this collaborative melding of partners is 
demonstrated by BRITDOC conceiving of DocAcademy through the assistance of designer Luke 
William-Ellis, socially responsible production company and consultancy Riley Productions, 
education experts at TES (Times Education Supplement) and as outlined in the preceding section,  
initial funding from The Grierson Trust. 
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UK Case Study findings benchmarked to research themes 
 
The education market is both a challenging commercial environment and complex cultural space 
for all stakeholders. 
The complexity of education audiences for screen content is witnessed in the many 
programmatic strands and resources established by the BFI. When assessed as a whole, the 
Collections and Information Database, the Reuben Library, the National Archives, the national 
network of Mediatheques and the new digital distribution platform, BFI Player, form a complex, 
interconnected suite of resources and exhibition platforms. When considering the challenges of 
education as a commercial environment, like the National Film and Sound Archive (NFSA) in 
Australia, the BFI exist as a rights-holder and distributor of a significant amount of archival and 
catalogue content. However the impetus and pathway to monetise that content, as opposed to 
simply delivering access, may not be clear or even particularly high on the broader organisational 
agenda. The BFI’s Royal Charter contains ‘education about film, television and the moving image’ 
in their remit; seeing a return on investment is markedly absent. This is accepted, understood and 
in keeping with the aims of many state-funded cultural institutions. Generating a return from the 
distribution and exhibition of content to education may be desirable; however, this desire does not 
overshadow the educational access aims of the BFI. In this way, the BFI share with Screen 
Australia, the NFSA and the Australian Broadcasting Corporation (ABC) a tension of providing 
accessible content to education audiences while acknowledging that both educational institutions 
and individual educators can, and in many cases will, happily pay for content they value. In 
addition to these archival tensions, the following two sections benchmark the practices of Cinema 
First and Into Film against the thematic challenges and complexities above. 
 
Cinema First 
 
The commercial challenges and cultural complexity of education audiences are also 
demonstrated in the UK context through analysis of Film Education’s demise. In this case, the 
financial support of industry, notably Cinema First, was a key factor in Film Education’s successful 
long-term engagement between the ‘supply’ aspect of distributors and rights-holders and the 
‘demand’ of educational audiences. Due to the significant work of Cinema First in this area, it is 
useful to benchmark their work against the research theme of education as a challenging 
commercial environment and complex cultural space. 
SampoMedia’s description of Cinema First simply states that ‘Cinema First is an 
organisation dedicated to increasing cinema admissions profitably in the UK. Its main constituents 
are film distributors, via the Film Distributors Association (FDA) and exhibitors, through the 
Cinema Exhibitors Association (CEA)’ (SampoMedia 2013). SampoMedia is well informed on 
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UK distribution matters as founder Peter Buckingham was former Head of Distribution and 
Exhibition at the UK Film Council and the BFI. SampoMedia’s statement aligns with Cinema 
First’s initial, theatrical audience building intentions first identified by Wall in this Chapter’s initial 
case study. 
Outside of SampoMedia’s ‘increasing cinema admissions profitably’ description, one of 
Cinema First’s partner organisations (The Industry Trust for IP Awareness) offers a more nuanced 
description of Cinema First’s educational aims. However, the IP advocacy position of The 
Industry Trust for IP Awareness may understandably colour their description of Cinema First. 
Nevertheless, according to The Industry Trust for IP Awareness (2013), ‘Cinema First is a cross-
industry group representing cinema exhibition and distribution, charged with promoting and 
protecting the cinema-going experience. Cinema First has supported initiatives to improve 
children’s education about film and cinema as well as raising public awareness about the 
importance of Intellectual Property and copyright protection’. The Industry Trust for IP 
Awareness also allow their advocacy position to inform their definition of the BFI’s £26m of 
lottery film education funding for 5-19 year olds, claiming the ‘BFI's aim is to create a single 
unified programme for watching, making and learning about film in order to safeguard and boost 
future film audiences’. Here the BFI’s bold four-year strategy to embed cineliteracy across the 
whole of UK education is reduced through an industry lens as a plan to ‘safeguard and boost 
future film audiences’. 
Both SampoMedia and The Industry Trust for IP Awareness cite Cinema First as the 
administrator of funds generated by the successful and long-running Orange Wednesday two-for-
one cinema ticket promotion in the UK. It is these funds which supported the charity Film 
Education. They are also the same funds which were re-allocated towards the successful joint bid 
of publicly financed film education charities FILMCLUB  and  First Light. Briefly operating under 
the name Film Nation UK, this successful industry backed and charity partnered organisation, re-
branded as Into Film and began operation in April of 2013. In contrast, Into Film strike a more 
measured description of Cinema First on the ‘Partners’ section of their website. While unable to 
provide a link to the organisation, Into Film do not shy away from the unambiguous audience 
cultivation focus of Cinema First, describing them as the ‘industry body that represents exhibitors 
and distributors...working with Into Film to deliver a major audience development programme, 
securing the cinema audiences of the future’ (Into Film 2014). 
The absence of a web presence or mission statement from Cinema First inevitably allows 
their support, and the money attached to that support, to be projected through the lens of various 
industry players. These characterisations of Cinema First range from simply shoring up future 
incomes through to ‘youth audience development’ through to a responsible contribution to the 
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cineliteracy development of young people in the UK. In an interview with BFI Chairman Greg 
Dyke, the Times Education Supplement boldly questioned whether the BFI’s new education 
strategy was about creating audiences for the future and in doing so - was there a risk this would be 
perceived as the industry protecting its market? Dyke did not shy away from this characterisation, 
‘That’s part of it. We think there’s value in people understanding about film. We think there’s 
value in people attending the cinema. Is that seen as some form of forcing people to do it? No, I 
don’t think so’ (Times Education Supplement 2014). 
 
Into Film 
The complex cultural space of education is noticeably reflected in the complexity and 
scope of the recently formed, Into Film. This multi-organisation umbrella charity is charged with 
delivering the BFI’s national film education program and represents by far the most significant 
development in UK film education to date. Through National Lottery funding, the BFI has 
committed £26m (GBP) to deliver their film education program over four years (2013-2017) with 
additional funding and support from partners Cinema First, Paul Hamlyn Foundation, Big Lottery 
Fund, The Backstage Trust and The Harold Hyam Wingate Foundation. The BFI Into Film 
investment represents ‘the largest investment in film education ever seen in this country’ (Into Film 
2013). Formed from the two leading film charities FILMCLUB and First Light, the partnership 
was a logical pairing as both organisations responded to key aspects of film education specifically - 
and cineliteracy broadly. 
First Light focused on production, the ‘writing’ of the conventional reading/writing literacy 
duality with an ethos aimed at ‘empowerment and engagement of young people in the design, 
delivery and evaluation of film education activity. Key to this is enabling them to create their own 
film and digital media content; the chance to tell their own stories in their own voice’ (Into Film, 
2013). Established in 2001 by British filmmaker Sir Alan Parker, with the support of the UK Film 
Council, First Light worked with over 40,000 young people within both formal and informal 
education, contributed to a strong cohort of new British production talent screening their work at 
numerous international festivals and oversaw the production and archiving of over 1600 short films 
representing a ‘unique and very significant record of the lives of children and young people in the 
UK’ (Into Film 2014) . 
In contrast to First Light’s production focus (writing), FILMCLUB’s attention lay firmly on the 
‘reading’ of film through a national network of after-school film screening clubs. Regarded at the 
time of the merger with First Light as the ‘largest cultural engagement programme in the UK’ 
(ibid) FILMCLUB was established by film director Beeban Kidron and journalist Lindsay 
Mackie to catalyse school film clubs into watching, discussing and reviewing a diverse range of 
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films they might otherwise never encounter. Funded by the UK Film Council and AIM (a joint 
committee of distributors and exhibitors, now Cinema First) a 25 school pilot was established in 
2006 with funding secured to expand to 7000 schools across England in 2007. In October 2012, 
alongside bid partners the National Schools Partnership   and educational publisher Pearson,   
the respective boards   of FILMCLUB and First Light endorsed a joint partnership bid to deliver 
the BFI's 5-19 film education scheme. As outlined above, the successful venture was announced 
in October 2013, which then led to the merger of the two charities. Benchmarking the following 
extended quote from Into Film directly references the complexity/challenge of the research 
theme above and is evidence of Into Film’s expertise in this area: 
 
Into Film embraces a model that uses insight from the experience of the two founding organisations and their 
networks and partnerships developed over the last decade. It recognises and understands the challenges involved in working 
across the different levels of education, film infrastructure and provision across the nations and regions. Its operating 
structure harnesses the legacy of skills, expertise and capacity to successfully operate in a new funding universe and a 
changed economic climate, to generate innovation, and to evolve and respond to changes in technology, infrastructure, 
curricula and practice. Into Film embarks on its programme with one overriding mission: to put film at the heart of 
children and young people's learning and cultural experience in the UK.   (Into Film 2013) 
 
In returning to the theme above, the BFI have not shirked the huge challenges inherent in 
education audiences and an education market for screen content. The economic challenge of 
delivering these programmes has been addressed through unprecedented levels of funding, 
allowing charities such as Into Film to operate on a comprehensive national level. The cultural 
complexity of multiple stakeholder demands and expectations characterising the education market 
has been tackled through enabling multiple, previously independent organisations (First Light, 
FILMCLUB) to collaborate and form one unifying umbrella group (Into Film). 
  
Documentary has always been a privileged resource in education bridging pedagogical and 
audience concerns. 
In benchmarking the work of The Film Space & Film Education against this theme, the 
work of Jane Dickson (2009) located on The Film Space archive, identifies the benefits of 
cineliteracy with the attendant theme of content abundance in this research. 
 
                                                                                                                                                                       
Only a few years ago, it seemed that more traditional forms of documentary were being marginalised, 
disappearing from the prime time television schedules with the rise of reality television and the popular 
factual sub-genres...Until recently, the problem was access – how could you actually get to see great examples of 
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the genre? However, it is the advent of the Internet and Web 2.0 in particular that has had a massive 
impact on the type and availability of archive and documentary...Indeed, the situation now is almost the 
reverse of that of a few years ago – access is no longer the issue; it is selection. In order to navigate this sea of 
archive and documentary, we need to be able to select; and in order to do this, we need to be able to frame 
and ask critical questions. (Dickson 2009) 
 
Dickson also identifies the ‘multiplier benefits’ cineliteracy can provide. The Film Space 
acknowledges the privileged position of documentary in education. They also acknowledge the 
disruption that mass proliferation of digital content has brought to the education sector. 
Cineliteracy, partly the ability to discern and select, is now a crucial affordance within education 
and a key component of the curatorial role organisations such as The Film Space now play. One 
of the three UK cases above, BRITDOC and DocAcademy, offer a significant range of programs 
to be benchmarked against the ‘documentary as privileged resource’ theme above. 
 
DocAcademy 
 
Doc Academy was first trialled in the UK between September 2012 and August 2013. A 
video promo for this trial is hosted on Vimeo featuring short interviews with several teachers who 
participated in the trial. Several of the interviewees statements not only support the DocAcademy 
trial specifically but also referenced the pedagogical/privileged value of the documentary form. 
Marc Sedgwick from the Walsall Academy stated ‘Using documentaries alongside other written 
non-fiction text will be a very useful thing for our students...experience and knowledge of this 
medium will be vital to our students’ (BRITDOC Foundation, 2014). 
The educator responses to this trial at the video’s conclusion are startling and 
conspicuously align DocAcademy to the theme above. Through participation in the DocAcademy 
trial: 
 
• 84% of students found learning easier or more interesting. 
• 95% of teachers found their students had increased awareness of global issues. 
• 100% of teachers would recommend DocAcademy to others and use in the future. 
The sample size and methodology for this survey has not been made public by 
DocAcademy, however, what emerges from the startling results of the DocAcademy trial data is 
clear. Both teachers and students respond overwhelmingly positively to key features of 
DocAcademy: online distribution, short clips supported by bridging materials, tightly curated 
content with direct curriculum relevance and perhaps most crucially - the use of high quality, 
narrative documentary content. 
In benchmarking DocAcademy against the theme above the influence and founding 
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partner seed funding of The Grierson Trust (an organisation long aware of documentary as an 
educative force) was crucial in launching the service. News of the DocAcademy was first publicised 
in the Education & Young People section of the Grierson Trust website in 2012. 
 
Launching in 2013, DocAcademy is a partnership with the Channel 4 BRITDOC Foundation to 
develop an online resource which will encourage the use of documentary film within teaching in 
UK primary and secondary schools. The aim is to ensure that children have easy access to high 
quality documentaries and to make documentaries a normal part of children’s lives. With the dominance 
of formatted and reality TV content on our screens we believe it is more important than ever for 
students to have exposure to quality documentary films which offer a deeper understanding of key 
issues about community, environment and social justice both within the UK and beyond. To this 
end we are developing a website, devised by teachers for teachers, which provides a trusted source of the 
very best non-fiction content with associated lesson plans, covering a range of curriculum based key 
issues in key subject areas. (The Grierson Trust 2012) 
 
The Grierson Trust’s unapologetic delineation between ‘quality documentary films’ and 
the ‘dominance of formatted and reality TV content’ also functions as a bold public stance on 
behalf of the Grierson Trust. Statements such as these from the Grierson Trust around 
documentary ‘quality’ also underscore the privileged function of documentary in UK schools. 
As discussed, the Grierson Trust’s concern over broadcaster led commissions of ‘factual’ 
infotainment series negatively impacting long form, authored, single documentary’s is not a fear 
confined solely to the UK, as Trevor Graham’s references in this research attest. Indeed, within 
the Australian context Trish Fitzsimmons and others (Scrine 2014, Connolly cited in Edwards 
2013, Graham 2012) have argued as far back as 2000 that the ‘question that has arisen, for 
example, is how far it is possible to preserve a space for extensive research and aesthetic 
innovation in the face of demands for programme material (such as reality TV) that can be 
produced relatively easily with tiny crews and strictly limited budgets’ (FitzSimons et al. 2000). The 
Grierson Trust’s acknowledgment of this thematic function of documentary (a privileged resource 
in education bridging pedagogical and audience concerns) directly informed the creation of 
DocAcademy and allows for benchmarking within this research to occur. 
 
 
Cineliteracy, the cultural and artistic valuing of film, addresses required pedagogical relevance 
regarding audiovisual content. An understanding of the cultural and artistic requirements of 
cineliteracy represents a curatorial opportunity for the distribution sector. 
 
To effectively benchmark the cases above against this theme requires a broadly agreed 
upon understanding of what constitutes cineliteracy in UK film education. However, as Mark 
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Reid at the BFI argues, the term is not broadly used and can be problematic. Reid argues that 
while media literacy is a more commonly used term, many educators are still not confident with 
what it actually represents. Reid proposes a more holistic conceptualisation of literacy, arguing, 
‘We should just be talking about literacy; you don’t separate special and different kinds. If you 
make the case that being literate is being able to participate in twenty-first century society, then 
one of the media that you need to be able to access and understand and control, to participate in, 
properly, the moving image is just one of those’. Reid argues a wider adoption of cineliteracy also 
risks marginalisation as a subset of literacy. 
 
 
Work with a definition of literacy which you extend to include other media. Rather than saying 
‘there’s proper literacy over there and there’s this funny thing called media literacy and it’s got this 
sub-set called cine literacy’ because the big literacy people won’t be interested. Unless you’re directing 
what you do directly at their own definition of literacy, you know their working definition; unless you 
do that, they’ll always bracket you off and say that ‘you’re the special minority people over there with 
special interest. (Reid 2014) 
 
Reid’s misgivings about the exclusivity of the term within the broader context of secondary 
education are understood. Despite these concerns this research argues cineliteracy still functioned, 
and continues to function, as a valuable element of nomenclature within the specific Griersonian 
‘quality’ documentary content this research focuses upon. Reid’s reflections on cineliteracy also 
seem to run at odds as a term with vocal public champions of cineliteracy such as Lord David 
Puttnam. Under Reid’s suggestion, the measure of true, successful attainment of cineliteracy in UK 
education would be for cineliteracy as a standalone term to not need to exist within a responsive 
21st-century literacy framework. 
Just as an understanding of cineliteracy represents a curatorial opportunity for the 
distribution sector, the cases above also benefit from a commitment to recognising and promoting 
cineliteracy. In the transition from Film Education to Film Space, many of the cineliterate bridging 
materials created by Film Education were also offline and unavailable to educators. These 
materials, such as study guides, teacher’s notes, lesson plans and other text, image and audiovisual 
resources, serve to ‘bridge’ the content between the documentary maker and the education 
audience allowing easier contextualisation and deployment within an education context. Even 
without any official announcement of the website launch, Wall cites 176, 000 active users since 
January 2014 for The Film Space and credits the cineliteracy resources carried across to the new 
site as a significant factor in that demand.
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Chapter Six: US International Case Studies 
 
Introduction 
This chapter continues to engage with international examples of innovative practice 
connecting documentary with education audiences. The benchmarking for best practice approach 
detailed in the previous chapter enabled the following US film organisations to be identified: 
 
• The Full Frame Documentary Film Festival 
• The Jacob Burns Film Center (sic) (JBFC) 
• The San Francisco Film Society/Festival (incorporating FilmEd) 
This chapter presents case studies drawing on interview data collection with each of the 
organisations above. The findings from these US cases are then benchmarked against the research 
themes present throughout this research before the best practice observations emerge from this 
benchmarking process. 
As the UK case studies in Chapter Five revealed, highly developed education systems exist 
in all geographical contexts of this research. These education systems are aligned in varying 
degrees to utilise documentary as a resource to support instruction in addition to the cineliteracy 
outcomes identified in this research. Despite these overlapping needs (education audiences for 
documentary and pedagogical outcomes through documentary), significant variations exist between 
these territories in terms of access and availability in a globalised attention economy of screen 
content. The question then becomes how to acknowledge these significant variations in an 
international context while still being open to the best practices, innovative ideas and effective 
operating procedures identified by Bogan (1994). 
By delineating largely formal (in-class) education outreach case studies in the UK context 
from largely informal (outside class) cases in the US context, a diverse range of practices can be 
accounted for, suitably aligned and compared in consideration for application to an Australian 
context. Further, in an effort to standardise the many variables across the many educational 
elements at play, all cases are measured to the four core benchmarks below and all are 
benchmarked against the prevailing research themes as identified in Chapter One. Fundamentally, 
the international case studies of festivals, foundations and charities below are united in a shared 
commitment to connect film and documentary content with education audiences. Through 
analysis of these largely informal efforts to cater to cineliteracy affordances, an improved 
understanding of how organisations are meeting the challenge of digital abundance and shrinking 
‘budgets’ in an attention economy can be gained. 
A key difference separating the UK and US case studies in this research, is the wildly 
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varying degrees of state and education department support for the outreach initiatives undertaken 
by the organisations profiled. Within the UK, support for a comprehensive, forward-thinking and 
well-resourced plan to better implement film into the educational life of 5-19 years olds is well 
defined. As demonstrated by new digital initiatives such as BRITDOC’s DocAcademy, the holistic 
approach to embedding film into the UK curriculum encourages the documentary sector to 
innovate and embark on new ventures in the digital economy around distribution and potential 
monetisation. The sector may look forward to a growing market in both the provision of resources 
to view films and the training and skills required to make film - the read/write dichotomy of any 
literacy including cineliteracy. This is the direct result of a well-resourced ‘top down’ approach to 
increasing the implementation and enjoyment of film in education. Overall, it is reasonable to 
assume UK documentary makers, distributors and rights-holders are optimistic as Into Film 
implements the BFI’s articulated goals of a more cineliterate UK public and more receptive future 
audience for UK films through to 2017. 
The US context regarding documentary in the education market is markedly different. In 
the absence of a clearly articulated, national policy of better film implementation in education, 
several festivals and film foundations do excellent work at a local level but operate with the 
uncertainty and lack of future assurance implicit in an institutional reliance on philanthropic 
funding. Organisations such as the Jacob Burns Film Center (sic) run impressive programs 
benefitting their local community but often do so autonomously from local and federal education 
departments and in isolation from a national support framework. The excellent, albeit isolated 
work of organisations such as the Jacob Burns Film Center, The San Francisco Film Centre and 
the Full Frame Film Festival, further underline the importance of independent research in 
recording and analysing these individual film education efforts. This data collection is particularly 
relevant as, in contrast to the BFI in the UK, there is the absence of an overarching organisational 
body to document the progress of these disparate US institutions. 
In terms of state support for the comprehensive implementation of film and education, 
including how that intersects with the work of independent festivals and foundations, Australia falls 
somewhere between the two extremes of the US and UK. Screen Australia is not the BFI. 
However it is a well-resourced and respected national institution with both documentary and 
education clearly featuring in the agency’s remit, indeed the Screen Australia Act specifically. 
However the historical and ongoing work of Screen Australia in the film education space, while 
necessarily limited, may dissuade independent philanthropic support that in the US has allowed 
such exemplary film education organisations as the Jacob Burns Film Center to develop. 
Australian philanthropy and Australian philanthropists should be encouraged not to default to 
‘that’s Screen Australia’s job’ when considering film and education outreach activity. Indeed the 
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work of the Documentary Australia Foundation, particularly the recent Good Pitch initiative, is a 
good example of engaging new, impassioned philanthropic support. Consideration should be given 
though to longer term programs within larger standalone organisations as opposed to simply the 
film-by-film approach characterising much of the current philanthropy in the documentary sector. 
The following US case studies focus on the active connections created by documentary 
foundations and festivals in an effort to increase the form’s profile, appreciation and 
implementation within the education sphere at a time of uncertainty around the implementation of 
the national curriculum–in Australia, particularly 
Uncertainty exists around a truly national implementation of the Media Arts component of 
the national curriculum. This is largely a result of the significant difficulties in synchronising 
individual (and previously separate) State and Territory efforts in this area. Consequently there is a 
need for new thinking, outside innovation and best practice exemplars. Through the best practice 
observations that conclude this chapter, Australian stakeholders in both documentary and the 
education sectors stand to benefit from the work of the international organisations addressed in 
this research. 
 
US Case Study One - The Full Frame Documentary Film Festival 
Even the most cursory examination of US film organisations fostering active connections 
between documentary and education would uncover the work of the Full Frame Documentary 
Film Festival. Full Frame is an established ‘filmmakers’ festival with ongoing commitment to 
connect documentary makers and their work to sizeable local audiences. This connection occurs 
both within the festival’s local community of Durham, North Carolina and with growing and 
receptive education audiences. As a dedicated program of the Duke University Center (sic) for 
Documentary Studies (CDS), Full Frame balances clear commitment to local audience 
development alongside an enviable international profile as a premiere documentary film festival. 
This case study draws on expert interviews and close observation conducted by the author over 
several days visiting the festival team in July of 2014. Several education market and education 
audiences’ challenges encountered by Full Frame are examined below. This is in addition to 
examples of improved implementation of documentary resources within education resulting from 
dedicated and ongoing teacher training. 
Full Frame began in 1997 as the Double Take Documentary Film Festival in Durham, 
North Carolina. From the earliest stage of Full Frame’s development, a connection with education 
was established with the festival sponsored by the Documentary Studies Program at Duke 
University until 2002 when the festival assumed its current name (Sutton 2011). Even at this 
embryonic stage of the festival’s development, institutional supporters were visible and vocal. Early 
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intervention from Duke University’s Alan Teasley helped an education focus develop which would 
be sustained through the evolution of Double Take into the festival’s current form. Then board 
member Alan Teasley approached CDS directly in 1997 recounting, ‘I actually went to the 
director at the time, put a copy of my book on his desk and said if you want to work with the 
school district you need me...so from the very beginning I think they were trying to figure out how 
to reach out to students, how to reach out to teachers’ (Teasley 2014). Despite lacking the size and 
profile of a festival such as Toronto’s Hot Docs, Full Frame has pioneered industry leading 
outreach work in schools and universities through their School of Doc, Youth Screening, Teach 
the Teachers and Full Frame Fellows Program 
Double Take developed into Full Frame through a decade of leadership by founder Nancy 
Buirski and gradually developed an international reputation as a documentary film festival with 
strong local community links. Current director, Deirdre Haj, assumed the role just prior to the 
2010 festival and quickly strengthened the festival’s partnership with Duke's Documentary Studies 
Program. Haj has been crucial in developing the festival’s year-round education program. Teasley 
is candid in his description of a crucial element Haj brings to the festival, ‘I would say that is really 
key, having a director that really can articulate the value with people like Glaxo Smith Kline who 
will part with some cash’. 
Haj’s tenure has led to significant national and international recognition of the festival. Full 
Frame is a qualifying festival for Academy Award consideration for Best Documentary Short 
Subject in addition to the Producers Guild of America Awards. Major online film news site 
Indiewire has named Full Frame one of the top 50 film festivals in the world arguing ‘few doc 
festivals carry as much prestige as the Full Frame Documentary Film Festival’ (Saadi 2014). In 
Why the Full Frame Documentary Film Festival Is More Relevant Than Ever, Anthony Kaufman 
identified the financial and institutional benefits of Duke University’s patronage. Kaufman (2014) 
argued that, despite being one of the oldest documentary festivals in the US, Full Frame ‘remains 
as vibrant as ever, thanks to a host of factors: a dedicated documentary filmmaker and industry fan-
base; strong support from local audiences and well-endowed sponsors (namely Duke University)’. 
Created in 1989 through an endowment from the Lyndhurst Foundation, the Center for 
Documentary Studies at Duke University was the first institution in the United States ‘dedicated 
solely to the rich legacy and continuing practice of the documentary tradition in the American 
experience’. Full Frame directly benefits from this close connection to Duke University and the 
Center for Documentary Studies. 
Full Frame ‘self-identifies’ as a festival for filmmakers. In early consultation with the festival 
team, Haj (2014) stated, ‘What I was told by the existing employees is we are a filmmakers festival, 
so for me that’s a proletariat festival. There are five rich documentary filmmakers. The rest are 
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really quite broke. So, there is no red carpet, no glitziness’. From this filmmaker focus, the festival 
brand has evolved into a non-commercial, non-market based, celebration of the possibility of the 
documentary form within a local community context. The absence of a film market, including the  
attendant distributor announcements and acquisition deals, contrasts with other high profile 
documentary festivals such as Sheffield, Hot Docs or Sundance and is a key component of the 
festival’s identity. Haj argues this ‘boutique’ offering is vital for the filmmaker’s engagement with 
the festival: 
I had a board member once send me an article about Sundance, and it said how Sundance was the Super 
Bowl of the documentary world. I said, ‘Yes. They are the Super Bowl. I think we’re a little more like 
Tiffany’s and not selling. If you’re lucky enough to be here, we’re so happy to have you here. We’re not 
selling anything. We don’t have to, and they don’t have to. That’s the key.  The filmmakers are able to spend 
more time with the audience because they’re not selling their movie. 
This case study demonstrates Full Frame’s education outreach program connecting 
documentary and education audiences benefits considerably from the financial backing and 
institutional support of the Center for Documentary Studies at Duke University. In that regard, 
Full Frame is an exceptional festival, irrespective of documentary focus. That measure alone might 
imply Full Frame’s success would be difficult to replicate for other festivals but in actuality, a far 
more complex mix of commercial sponsors, private philanthropy, institutional support and strong 
community involvement is responsible for the success of the festival’s educational outreach 
initiatives. As understood by the author during field research for this case study, Full Frame 
operates in an on-going capacity throughout the year as an organisation embedded within the 
educational and cultural community of Durham as opposed to a festival seeking an audience, and 
entré, to a community on a recurring annual basis. 
The Full Frame Fellows program extends the education outreach work of the festival 
beyond formal secondary school learning environment and into tertiary with over 160 Duke 
University undergraduate students taking part in the Fellows program in 2014. The program 
combines screenings and networking events and is inclusive of participants at all stages of screen 
and media literacy. As Full Frame (2014) stated, ‘Many students are well versed in documentary 
film history and production while some have focused solely on narratives or have limited 
production experience. Some students are not film majors but have an interest in nonfiction work 
or the potential use of documentary for social change’. The most easily understood and 
immediately accessible strand of Full Frame’s education outreach remains the Youth Screening 
program. However, as Ryan Helsel argued in an interview with the author, a clear- eyed assessment 
of the free screening program begins to flag issues of access and opportunity amongst local schools: 
We have a thousand seats that we can do this youth screening with, I mean available seats. Typically 
through the process trying to get people to come along, I have 13 or 14 hundred groups of students who 
are saying that they are going to come. I know a bunch of them end up dropping because they can’t 
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figure out how to make it work. Ultimately we usually have around 600 students who come, and of that 
600 students, probably 400 of them are from private schools. So it becomes very…the people who can 
come are the students who probably have the most access to this type of stuff already’. 
The socio-economic access issues raised by Helsel are entrenched, complex and difficult to 
address within the festival’s limited scope. Variations on this equity access issue were also raised by 
Gemma Barron in the BRITDOC/DocAcademy case study in Chapter Five. While the Full 
Frame screening program is undoubtedly successful in terms of frequency and attendance, it is to 
the credit of Helsel and the festival’s education outreach program that these issues are formally 
raised and discussed internally. Finally, the School of Doc program rounds out the comprehensive 
education outreach of the festival. School of Doc connects the necessary reading/writing, 
making/responding duality of any comprehensive grounding in literacy - including cineliteracy. As 
the other programs draw on responding and interpreting the documentary on screen, School of 
Doc is grounded in production through an intensive five-week summer camp, teaching all aspects 
of documentary filmmaking. School of Doc is free for students to participate in and is further 
demonstration of the institutional and philanthropic support the festival has mustered to support 
its innovations in connecting documentary with education audiences. 
Full Frame has made remarkable progress in engaging a local community with a highly 
curated documentary film program. This includes providing an opportunity for education 
audiences and educators to build cineliteracy skills, increase their access to content, connect with 
filmmakers and be active in the creation of new work. The comprehensive education outreach 
program of Full Frame remains an exemplary case of festivals fostering closer connections with 
education audiences, while providing remunerative and cineliterate benefits for multiple 
stakeholders across the education market for documentary. 
 
US Case Study Two - The Jacob Burns Film Center 
 
Much like Full Frame, the success of the Jacob Burns Film Center (JBFC) is the result of a 
complex mix of commercial sponsors, private philanthropy, institutional support and strong 
community involvement. Located in Pleasantville, New York, the JBFC is a not-for-profit 
organisation presenting documentary, independent films and world cinema to promote ‘21st-
century literacy and making film a vibrant part of the community’ (JBFC 2014). In 2007, the Jacob 
Burns Film Center received the highest ranking possible for a New York area not-for-profit arts 
and culture organisation from the national philanthropy magazine Contribute. The author visited 
JBFC in July of 2014. The following case study draws on those observations alongside an interview 
with Emily Keating, the Director of Education at the JBFC. 
Since opening in 2001, the JBFC has screened over 4500 films to over two million people 
with over 100,000 students participating in the center’s education programs. Over half of those 
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students came from ‘underserved communities’ with the JBFC ensuring educational attendance 
and transport to the venue entirely through the financial support of individuals, foundations and 
corporations. Educational outreach has enjoyed longstanding prominence alongside the more 
public facing curatorial efforts of the JBFC. As Keating noted in an 2014 interview with the author 
, ‘the mission from the very beginning was programming and education side by side and they 
would be connected wherever possible but they were also seen as two parts of  the organisation, 
they were not seen as one entity’. More practical ‘on the ground’ education strategies in recent 
years has included iPad integration in underserved schools in Westchester County alongside the 
JBFC Media Arts Lab in Pleasantville. This integration of technology to improve screen content 
delivery was directly supported by a $50,000 grant from the Verizon Foundation, further 
underscoring the Center’s reliance on corporate, public and private philanthropy for continuation 
of their outreach programs. 
The founding of the JBFC began with an act of historical cinematic preservation. In 1998 
Stephen Apkon, author of The Age of the Image: Redefining Literacy in a World of Screens 
(2013) formed a group of supporters to save the landmark Spanish mission style Rome Theater in 
Pleasantville, New York. Apkon formed a non-profit organisation under the banner of ‘Friends of 
the Rome Theater’ and secured the original building including the adjacent lot as a result of an 
extended campaign to raise $5 million in capital for a film and education centre. JBFC took its 
name from an early $1.5 million grant contribution from the Jacob Burns Foundation and in 2001 
the Center expanded to occupy 47,500 sq. foot, three-building campus in Pleasantville. The rate of 
growth and high profile support of the JBFC has been significant. As Keating (2014) argued, the 
education programs both attract and benefit from high-level support:  
there has been tremendous growth in a short period of time, now encompassing a board of directors 
that includes Steven Spielberg and Ron Howard and honouring Johnathan Demme in a week and a 
half, so a tremendous amount of growth now working with about 15,000 students every school year.  
In 2006, local demand for the education outreach programs of the JBFC led to the 
‘Campaign for 21st Century Education’ which launched in November of that year. The $20 
million campaign to build a Media Arts Lab and further integrate curriculum development 
reached successful completion in December 2008. The JBFC Media Arts Lab is now a 27,000 
square foot facility equipped with 16 editing suites, recording studio, soundstage, 60- seat screening 
room, animation studio, a large studio, and four small studios. 
Notable in global ambition, the JBFC’s most recent education program was formed 
through a $1 million planning grant from philanthropist and JBFC supporter, Kathryn W. Davis. 
The Project for International Understanding Through Film ‘utilizes film, visual media and the 
Internet to create a global community through cross-cultural understanding’ (JBFC 2014). Aligning 
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with the enthusiastic private and public donor support identified by Full Frame director Deirdre 
Haj in the previous case study, the JBFC has proven successful in accessing deep and ongoing 
sources of philanthropic funding. Philanthropy bridges the gap between earned income and 
operating expenses representing 48% of the Center’s annual income and raising up to $2.2 million 
each year (JBFC 2014). The dynamic, informal educational programs of the Film Center, 
structured around word class facilities and a cineliterate engagement with film, all coalesce to offer 
a compelling and worthy target for philanthropic support. Further, the existence of the dedicated 
‘Head of Education’ role within the Jacob Burns Film Center cannot be understated in terms of 
effective and direct outreach to educators and philanthropists. Keating joined the Center in 2001 
as Education Administrator and then as Associate Director of Education Programs. Keating then 
served as a liaison between the Film Center and the numerous schools and teachers that 
participate in its education programs. Keating has been at the forefront of the development and 
coordination of the distinctive 21st-century visual literacy programs at the JBFC’s Media Arts Lab. 
In keeping with the similar ‘resource library’ initiative of the Full Frame Film Festival, the 
JBFC partnered with the Mount Pleasant Public Library in 2009 to create a permanent film 
collection of over 200 titles curated by the programming team at the Center. This resource has 
enjoyed significant uptake in education, with Keating commenting that within the collection, ‘I 
noticed over time teachers are particularly seeking out nonfiction films to support their work of 
nonfiction study in the classroom and using documentary as an inlet’. Keating also coordinates an 
annual summer teachers institute, examining the ‘psyche’ of nonfiction films in the classroom. 
Through the use of celebrated titles such as Stories We Tell and Capturing the Friedmans, the 
week-long summer institute investigates how ‘realms of nonfiction and documentary can play with 
realms of truth and the real to help give teachers language to bring back into the classroom’ 
(Keating 2014). Carrying on from their informal (out of class) outreach work with education 
audiences, it is notable that even  JBFC’s  professional  development  for  teachers  does  not  
occur  in  the  formal  (classroom) settings where the teachers will use their newly acquired skills. 
Despite the eventual formal deployment of this professional development, it’s important that the 
teachers leave their respective institutions to screen and analyse content within the (informal) scope 
of the JBFC theatre and facilities. 
When viewed in totality, the outreach work of the Jacob Burns Film Centre has been 
highly significant. In its contribution to community screen culture since 2001, the Center has 
screened 5,400 films to over 2 million people from more than 40 countries in over 38 languages. 
In terms of informal education outreach, nearly 13,000 students in grades Pre-K through to 12 are 
reached annually with more than 72% from underserved school districts and attending free of 
charge. The Center has over 6,000 members, and hosts 120 volunteers and interns each year 
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alongside partnerships with over 200 schools, universities, social service agencies, and community 
organisations. Like the Full Frame Film Festival, the  Jacob  Burns  Film Center is an exemplar of  
a  film  based  organisation  culturally  anchored  in  a  community and dedicated to ongoing 
outreach to education audiences. 
 
US Case Study Three - The San Francisco Film Society/Festival 
 
In 2014, the San Francisco Film Society (SFFS) established FilmEd, the society’s dedicated 
education outreach site connecting filmmakers, films and education audiences. FilmEd marks a 
significant recent effort in connecting education audiences with documentary and feature films 
through close curation of content and select bridging materials. However, FilmEd represents only 
the latest commitment of a longstanding youth education program run for over 24 years by the 
society, which also runs the annual San Francisco Film Festival (SFFF). The author travelled to 
San Francisco in July of 2014 and interviewed three staff responsible for the exemplary education 
outreach efforts of the society broadly (SFFS) and the festival specifically (SFFF). These staff 
included Youth Curriculum Manager Lizzy Brooks, Youth Education Program Manager Keith 
Zwolfer and Director of Education Joanne Parsont. The in-depth perspective of these key staff 
provides valuable insight into the current challenges and ongoing commitment of the society and 
the festival in their informal outreach work to education audiences. 
Writing in Variety, David D'Arcy (2014) claimed the San Francisco Film Festival as the 
nation’s oldest with SFFF and the festival’s parent organisation the San Francisco Film Society 
(SFFS) moving into the 58th continuous year of operation. SFFF has experienced significant 
change in recent years with the untimely death of two festival directors (Graham Leggat and 
Bingham Ray) and the short tenure of independent producer Ted Hope with less than a year in 
the director role. Current director, Noah Cowan, formerly executive director of the Toronto 
International Film Festival (TIFF), identifies SFFF closely with the ‘proletariat’ festival positioning 
adopted by Deirdre Haj at Full Frame. Echoing Haj, Cowan argues, ‘I don’t really believe that red-
carpet-driven and sales-driven festivals are the future of our media, the ones that exist are great, 
and they’re serving a useful function. But we need to find a way of engaging audiences in film’ 
(cited in D’Arcy 2014). It is this grounding in both place and community alongside a shared 
‘bottom up’ consideration of the festivals’ core constituents which has allowed the education 
outreach programs of both SFFF and Full Frame to develop strongly and enjoy ongoing support. 
Youth Education Program Manager Keith Zwolfer states the education focus extends even 
beyond the current 24-year incarnation of the film society youth education program and back into 
the festival’s half-century history. This earliest education program linked to the festival was teacher 
led and voluntary. While the founder is unnamed, Zwolfer (2014) recalls, 
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He was a member and a volunteer in the film society, he was also a high school teacher and he wanted 
to get schools more involved in the festival program...so he just suggested would you guys like to do 
something with schools? We could use it to enhance curriculum, I think I could get some of my own 
teachers from my own school. So he started it up and I think worked on it a few years almost I think on 
a volunteer basis and then they started it as a full program within the festival, and that was called Schools 
at the Festival. 
 
Zwolfer (2014) volunteered to assist in the nascent ‘Schools at the Festival’ informal                    
outreach program when it ‘was still just a festival only education program reaching a couple of 
thousand kids each festival with around 15 to 20 screenings that were picked to match up with 
different curriculum’. As the festival grew, so did the commitment to education. As Director of 
Education Joanne Parsont (2014) stated, ‘In 2005 we got a new executive director and they were 
starting to broaden what the film society did and make it more of a year-round organisation and 
that was when they started making youth education more year round...then in 2009 they decided 
they actually wanted to create a whole education department’. 
Parsont references a gratifying multiplier effect of the festival’s early commitment to 
education. Education audiences respond to the initial efforts, which in turn encourage an 
expansion of the festival’s education focus, which in turn deepens the festival’s commitment and 
ongoing relationship with education audiences. Replicating this education audience commitment 
of SFFS is no small task for other festivals. The SFFS commitment stretches from resourcing 
through to longstanding leadership support - Zwolfer noted this support has continued unbroken 
through individual management tenures. The appointment of a dedicated education team at SFFS, 
echoing the discrete education staff at JBFC and Full Frame, allows an education strategy to be 
developed and deployed with rich, online resources. Online initiatives such as the FilmEd 
(examined below) are the most recent outcome. The formal and informal education outreach of 
the SFFS extends to more than 11,000 students and teachers annually, with SFFS managing a 
database of over 3000 teachers developed over 25 years. In addition to online innovations such as 
FilmEd, the SFFS runs ongoing school screenings throughout the year, a program of school 
attendance at SFFF, a youth media exhibition, an artist in residence program, the Filmmakers in 
the Classroom (FITC) program, The Art and Science of Lucasfilm, a young filmmakers 
competition, and variations on all these programs for colleges and universities (SFFS 2014). 
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US Case Study findings benchmarked to research themes 
 
The education market is a challenging commercial environment and complex cultural space for all 
stakeholders. 
In benchmarking the US cases against this theme, the SFFF’s two-way commitment to 
enhancing connections not only between education stakeholders, but extending to the often 
overlooked filmmaker/rights-holder stakeholders, is commendable. As Zwolfer (2014) argued, in 
terms of filmmaker perceptions of education, the complexity of these audiences can be easily 
overlooked or misunderstood: 
When you talk to the filmmaker and you say ‘oh we want you to be part of our schools at the festival 
program, it would really be great for schools’ and you'll get a little sort of that pushback of ‘well are you sure 
they can handle this’? And then the filmmaker comes to the festival and we have a fantastic screening and we 
take them out for school visits and the filmmakers then, 9 times out of 10 will say this has been the best 
experience for us, the questions are completely different from what we normally get at the public screenings 
and we never realised that kids would respond to our film that way. 
Additionally, the well-established, multiple decade existence of all the US cases above, may 
allow for an institutional memory and innate understanding to be communicated between 
dedicated educational outreach staff over extended time periods. This institutional understanding 
acknowledges and responds to the commercial challenges and cultural complexity found across 
education audiences for screen content. 
JBFC Director of Education, Emily Keating (2014), offered several insights supporting the 
research theme above, while identifying the general lack of production and distribution 
understanding of education audiences and markets in the US context. 
Are filmmakers thinking about this audience? I don’t think enough of them are...too often it is not lofty 
enough, the gold standard is still theatrical distribution and that is still primary and the priority, education is 
sort of an afterthought and there are only a couple of examples I know  of where education use was 
completely the priority and it was made to be a 42 minute running time so they could fit in a classroom 
period. 
Keating also underscores the running time consideration which has reoccurred across case 
study discussions of optimising content for classroom use. Keating also suggests the education 
market suffers from an image problem of ‘ancillary’ categorisation. Only a handful of documentary 
filmmakers cited by Keating (such as Brooklyn Castle director Katie Dellamaggiore) ‘get that this 
should be important, get that the only life that this film will continue to have is in classrooms’. 
Keating demonstrates an appropriately nuanced understanding of the content distribution 
ecosystem within the education market by arguing it is over-simplistic to point to filmmakers as the 
only problem with the lack of activity. Ongoing interest and commitment from distributors in 
better understanding and developing the education market is an ongoing issue. As highlighted in 
the research theme below, cineliteracy arguably has a role to play here. 
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Perhaps the most forward-thinking example of JBFC actively connecting with the 
documentary sector comes from the filmmaking team of Taggart Siegal and Jon Betz of Collective 
Eye Films. Siegel and Betz have innovatively leveraged the access and trusted brand identity of the 
JBFC to chart a path through the complexity of education audiences. Siegal and Betz have worked 
with the organisation to both screen existing work and act as ‘test audiences’ for future film 
development. While the approach was not as heavy handed as attempting to organise an overt ‘test 
screening’, Siegel and Betz previewed a 10-minute teaser for their new film, Seed, during an 
organised screening of their second film, Queen of the Sun. As Keating (2014) stated,  
They were so interested in what the teachers had to say, they were so interested in what the teachers felt 
using this. Collective Eye Films is thinking about schools - now - as they are making a film, how a 
teacher would use it and that really struck me...it was so wonderful because our teachers felt so 
honoured and respected and validate.  
Not only is the JBFC receptive to filmmakers such as Siegal and Betz developing their 
education audiences, but it identifies as a logical organisational enabler for these connections. If, as 
Keating argues, educators respond with such positivity to filmmakers seeking feedback, there 
appears little reason that both the supply and demand side of the education market should not 
develop further collaboration in this manner. 
In specific reference to the commercial challenges of this theme, a broadly articulated 
agreement exists across the US cases that filmmakers, either through distribution intermediaries or 
directly, should be remunerated for the educational use of their films. Speaking directly to this 
point, Ryan Helsel (2014) at Full Frame argues for documentary films, and in turn those who 
create them, to be valued in the education space:  
It’s important to monetize that transaction and for multiple reasons…for one I think people, creative 
people should be paid for the work but ultimately I also think it’s important for the students to see that 
creative work is valued. I think it’s a good lesson to learn that there are ways to make an income by 
being creative. 
 
Further benchmarking of the US cases against this theme revealed a pronounced concern 
from all educational staff on the financial constraints they work within. These constraints were 
often less about the organisation and more often focussed upon whether schools would be able to 
purchase film resources or fund student attendance to the outward bound, informal outreach 
activities run through the cases above. 
In July 2014, funding cuts in North Carolina schools created a challenging environment for 
audiovisual resource acquisition, with available budgets prohibiting the purchase of individual 
documentaries on a per school basis. Full Frame’s response to this budgetary climate was to 
propose the Full Frame Lending Library. Initially proposed by educator and Full Frame marketing 
director Ryan Helsel, the festival would purchase institutional copies and educational licences for 
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select films, making them available for use through multiple schools. As Haj (2014) explained, the 
lending library films would be contextualised through cineliteracy resources:  
We will put them in the Durham School for the Arts or possibly two locations in the Durham public 
schools, and they can be checked out by the teachers. We’ll even provide lesson plans that past teachers going 
through the program have written, and then, they can have those lesson plans.  
By utilising cineliteracy bridging materials already created by teachers in the Teach the 
Teachers program, the lending library provides continuity to Full Frame’s education outreach 
while also supporting and strengthening the festivals connection with education audiences. 
However, before the Full Frame Lending Library becomes a reality, the approvals process of the 
North Carolina school board must be navigated. As Teasley details, this is not a simple process 
and requires a positioning of the resources as ‘available’ as opposed to ‘prescribed’. Here the often 
unacknowledged but seemingly universal complexity of education as a cultural space is again 
underlined in this research: 
Technically speaking, people at the school level, district level should be choosing which materials go into 
their library because if we let Full Frame place material into the curriculum why can’t we let the KKK put 
one in there? Or the Neo-Nazi party? So I encourage them not to place it but to make it available for people 
to request 
These specific difficulties referenced by Teasley are characteristic of the traditional 
conservatism inherent in North Carolina education. Certainly, this level of difficulty in distributing 
documentary content to education is the exception rather than the rule. However the difficulties he 
outlines do serve to underscore the cultural complexity of education witnessed in varying degrees 
but consistently across all cases in this research. 
 
The education market demands pedagogical relevance alongside broader audience concerns of 
quality, access and price. 
In addressing this theme, it is important to note that while education audiences do demand 
pedagogical relevance, this demand may often go unmet. At the Full Frame Documentary Film 
Festival, Alan Teasley argued motivation for Full Frame’s comprehensive education focus was 
partly a reaction to the ‘just press play’ use of film in the classroom he observed at the time: 
Too often I was seeing teachers, we call it ‘Just press play’ as a way of using film in a classroom which is ‘We just 
read To Kill a Mocking Bird, let’s watch the movie we will then compare and contrast what was left in, what was 
taken out and is Gregory Peck a good Atticus Finch’ which I thought was pretty useless, or just not interesting. 
I would go to workshops where teachers would say things like ‘I sometimes show them a film of what we’ve 
studied, just to show them how bad it is and that the book is better’. Why would you do that? 
Alexa Garvoille, Full Frame’s Teach the Teachers program coordinator also flags the 
educational re-framing of content. Garvoille suggests some educators lapse into using films as 
‘behaviour management’ and lack deeper engagement with the content. Educators may forget or 
disregard that, ‘they are texts and they are arguments and there is a lot to think about as you are 
watching them and a lot to notice’ (Garvoille 2014). The statements from Teasley and Garvoille 
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suggest the multiple concerns around teachers sourcing effective documentary resources 
(pedagogical relevance alongside narrative engagement, quality, access, price) may stem from 
individual access restrictions or lack of options. One way to combat the ‘just press play’ 
behavioural management use of film in the classroom is to remind educators of the curatorial role 
of festivals. This involves advancing an argument that the films selected and vetted for education 
audiences are highly curated, engaging content with direct relevance to teaching alongside being 
enhanced through cineliteracy bridging materials. 
 
Cineliteracy, the cultural and artistic valuing of film, directly addresses pedagogical relevance in terms of 
audiovisual content. 
Full Frame’s Teach the Teachers program draws heavily on John Golden’s Reading in the 
Reel World: Teaching Documentaries and Other Nonfiction Texts (National Council of Teachers 
of English, 2006). Golden aligns with both the cineliteracy focus of this research as well as arguing 
a current overabundance of content further underlines the need for these literacies. As Golden 
(2006) outlined, nuanced critical thinking is increasingly needed to parse contemporary content 
abundance: 
Our students are being overwhelmed with nonfiction media these days but we do very little to instruct them in 
how to sort out these kinds of texts; we don't teach them to ask critical questions such as ‘How is this 
constructed, for what purpose, and from whose point of view?’ Students should not read a New York Times 
editorial the way they read a Hemingway short story. Students need different skills and teachers need to use 
different strategies to help students read and understand nonfiction texts. 
Further to the concerns of Golden, Full Frame’s motivation for the Teach the Teachers 
program echoes the ‘just press play’ concerns of Garvoille and Teasley above.  Full Frame‘s 
description of the program suggests that ‘Studies show documentaries are often used in class as a 
time when teachers disengage from students, rather than as opportunities to teach valuable literacy 
skills’. Teach the Teachers is free for educators to attend, with the cost of their teacher substitution 
covered by the program. Full Frame fosters synergy with the rest of the festival’s education 
outreach program by encouraging teachers to take the learnings from the program to construct 
cineliterate lesson plans for the free Youth Screening Program also run by the festival. 
Just as Full Frame’s approach to cineliteracy acknowledges the inherent duality of 
reading/writing, watching/making literacies, the JBFC came to the conclusion screenings alone 
would not foster screen literacy. A screening program without the opportunity to also create, would 
not equip students fully in Apkon’s (2013) ‘world of screens’ identified by the JBFC founder. As 
Keating (2014) stated:  
We realised really quickly, really organically, in the first two years that if we were truly interested in 
having these students literate they also needed to be making media, this is a two-way street, this is about 
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communication it’s reading and writing, it’s speaking and listening, it’s seeing and representing with 
images.  
As addressed in the cineliteracy section of the literature review in Chapter Three, Keating 
(2014) highlighted the contentious nature of the term cineliteracy in appearing to favour one visual 
medium over another: 
We were consciously at the time using the term visual literacy. We didn’t align ourselves specifically within 
the media literacy realm in this country which felt a little bit more mass media based, we wanted to take a 
look at a more artistic approach to the medium  
As Keating suggested, it is ‘artistic approach’ which aligns with the ‘film appreciation’ 
dynamic of cineliteracy, also identified in Chapter Three. Keating highlighted a recurring point 
stretching across the case studies. While cineliteracy as a term may have fallen out of common 
education parlance, indeed may even be contentious in the formal exclusivity the term embodies, 
the core competencies of this literacy remain widely understood. This is the case whether these 
core competencies are framed through media literacy, visual literacy, film literacy, screen literacy 
or literacy of the moving image terminology. 
 
Documentary has always been a privileged resource in education 
Throughout her tenure, Haj has identified and developed the education outreach 
programs of Full Frame as a means to both connect community at a grassroots level and garner the 
crucial institutional and financial support Teasley identified. As a festival focussing exclusively on 
documentary content, the concept of documentary as a privileged resource in education was 
crucial, as Haj sought to garner support for the festival. Reflecting on the beginning of her tenure 
in a 2014 interview with the author Haj contends: 
I felt the organization was becoming inward looking, and I wanted it to face out to the community. That, to me, 
meant that we should find a lot of low- hanging fruit of things that would matter to the community where 
you can get people engaged and have them understand Full Frame from a different level. To me, education was 
the key to that. I went to the community. I went to the Rotary club. I talked about education, and I talked about 
documentary literacy. There were a line of people with their business cards. 
The ‘line of people’ responsive to Haj drawing connection between education, 
documentary and literacy is also being witnessed in Emily Keating’s work at the Jacob Burns Film 
Center. Documentary is no longer about information delivery (what) but about narrative 
engagement with that information in personal and cultural contexts (how). A more expansive, 
cineliterate focus on documentary form not only speaks to a key aspect of the resource’s appeal, 
but lifts the discussion of documentary away from the staid information delivery function of less 
engaging educational films that may share hallmarks of the documentaries that are the focus of this 
research. As Keating (2014) suggests, the JBFC has both informed and responded to this 
attitudinal shift in education towards documentary, 
I do think that increasingly, though not nearly enough, teachers are using documentary for the form and not 
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the content - that is the shift I see. 12 years ago we would have had teachers calling to ask if they could come 
see a Ken Burns film to see the Civil War because they are studying the Civil War and it’s very content 
laden. Now I totally see a progression and a growth towards construction of documentary film as the thing 
that is more worth talking about. We have always tried to have the two together of course we are interested in the 
subject matter but how is that subject matter being presented what are the choices being made, who’s perspective 
is in? Who is locked out? I think I feel the teachers are much more interested in having that conversation. 
If, as Keating suggests, educators are more interested in ‘having that conversation’ with the 
case studies in this research, the conversation around form and content is effectively a cineliteracy 
conversation, albeit a conversation which may not expressly deploy that term. If a genuine shift in 
educator demand around the true cineliterate potential of documentary is indeed occurring, then 
the curatorial role of distributors to meet that demand and contextualise their catalogue through 
bridging materials grows increasingly vital when set against contemporary overabundance of 
content. 
 
Educators navigate a rapidly expanding and digitally mediated amount of documentary. This 
abundance of documentary does not arrive with corresponding time for educators to navigate this 
content. Trusted curators are needed, such as distributors, film festivals and foundations. 
 
Full Frame’s Ryan Helsel (2014) addresses both the overabundance of content and the       
Attention economy themes of this research as he suggests: 
The role of Full Frame and all festivals is to curate some sort of vision of all the films out there. You curate 
what you think are some of the strongest films of the year and there’s still a lot of great films out there but it 
gives the viewer a certain resource, it’s an easier point of entry…and I definitely think that the teachers I’ve 
worked with need that...that’s where festivals are already doing a good job - directing focus…and because we 
are already doing that especially within our community people know that we are doing that for them, the 
teachers. 
This sustained focus on curating for education audiences alongside professional 
development to foster cineliteracy skills with educators, provides Full Frame’s education promoted 
titles far better chance of engaging with education audiences. At SFFS, Lizzy Brooks (2014) argues 
the Society’s online outreach site, FilmEd, goes some way towards parsing the contemporary 
overabundance of content addressed in the research theme above. Brooks describes this curation 
role as  
the work of sifting through content for educators who don’t spend a million hours on YouTube...what 
we are trying to do is actually create an information sharing space where the teacher has a really great 
resource they just came across kind of randomly, they can post it to the website and share it with other 
teachers.  
As highlighted throughout this research, this ‘drawing focus’ role of the cases studied, in 
both formal and informal outreach capacities, will be further underlined as online content grows 
exponentially and educators’ available attention to commit to these resources remains fixed. 
Supporting of his colleague’s position, Keith Zwolfer is also conscious of the overabundance of 
content identified in this research alongside a festival’s role in making sense of the sheer volume of 
screen content now available to educators. Zwolfer (2014) argued:  
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When you have all these great media options - it’s overwhelming for them and sometimes a bit of 
curation is the kind of thing that can help them get through it. That’s why I think a lot of them like to 
come to our programs and they trust our programming because we been doing it for so long if we select 
a film it comes with that sort of stamp of approval…if we’ve selected it then we find it valuable, that it’s 
going to be a good choice for my kids.  
The SFFS ‘trusted brand’ status amongst Bay Area educators is hard won. It is also 
delicate. The potential for the SFFS brand, alongside the other US and UK cases above, to be 
damaged by lack of resourcing or institutional support, remains a constant. 
 
A greater understanding of cineliteracy can help these curators bridge their content through 
supporting materials into education. 
 
In a 2008 statement on the Media Arts Lab opening, Stephen Apkon, founder and 
executive director of JBFC, spoke to the growing need for the affordances of screen literacies in a 
digitally mediated world, 
What we’re trying to do is transform the notion of literacy. We live in a world where presidential 
candidates use web videos to announce their candidacies and millions of people across the world upload videos 
to YouTube every day to share their stories and communicate their messages. Our education system must reflect 
this reality by equipping students with the communications skills and technologies they need to master, 
regardless of profession, to succeed in this media-rich age. The new Media Arts Lab will be a model for this 
evolution. 
It is clear the literacy Apkon identifies (and has gained support in fostering) is firmly rooted 
in both the digital and the audiovisual. While not expressed as ‘cineliteracy’, the notion of literacy 
Apkon seeks to transform operates well within the cineliteracy framing of this research. Further 
underscoring the Center’s distinct and inclusive literacy focus, Gary Knell, president and chief 
executive officer of Sesame Workshop and long-time JBFC member, stated ‘The most effective 
communicators in the 21st Century will be those who are as fluent in multimedia language and 
visual imagery as they are with the written and spoken word’ (cited in Apkon 2013). A greater 
understanding of these literacies enables the cases above to assist the production and distribution 
sector regarding effective engagement with the complexity of education audiences. 
JBFC Director of Education Emily Keating aligns with the research themes above in 
arguing for a need to develop appropriate material to foster these 21st-century literacies. 
Bridging materials created by the JBFC extend well beyond the creation of printable study 
guides to incorporate a dedicated website for education outreach launched in 2014. This site 
houses a ‘visual glossary’ of interactive film clips alongside more traditional lesson plans and study 
guide bridging materials. The Center’s dedicated education site also hosts the ‘JBFC Learning 
Framework’, which offers ‘a progression of vocabulary, concepts, critical and creative thinking 
skills to support fluency with visual and aural communication for learners at all stages of their 
development’ (JBFC 2015). 
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Figure 7: Jacob Burns Film Centre Learning Framework (JBFC 2014) 
 
 
The JBFC plans for the framework to benchmark the Center’s ideas around a 
comprehensive and expansive literacy in keeping with contemporary audiovisual screen culture. 
The figure above shows a graphical continuum of the reading/writing, watching/making, 
creating/viewing literacy at the core of the Center’s education outreach. The Center (2014) argued, 
‘This method engages students on creative, cognitive, social- emotional, and technical levels. The 
JBFC’s approach to educating the whole child encourages learners to be confident, curious and 
empathetic’. Indeed the figure above easily functions as a graphical representation of cineliteracy. 
The function of digital documentary distribution forms a vital and accessible element of the 
graduated access, understanding and analysis displayed in the ‘Viewing’ half. 
Similarly at the San Francisco Film Society, a holistic approach to where film, and in turn 
cineliteracy, can be developed expansively across curricula, is well developed.  Keith Zwolfer 
(2014) argued:  
Last year we reached about 11,000 students and teachers and when we first started, I think the first, full 
year that I did back when we expanded, was probably around 6,000 or 7,000 students and teachers. If 
we just focused on film and media literacy and maybe English crossing over into that slightly the 
numbers would be a lot smaller and the ability to select different types of films and different types of 
programs would also be much smaller too. 
 At SFFS, the FilmEd website flagged in the case study above, is a key development 
facilitating this approach. 
FilmEd, as a significant online media repository, grew from the SFFS ‘Filmmakers in the 
Classroom’ (FITC) program. Launched in 2010, the program connected local filmmakers with 
secondary school classrooms to enable a better understanding of media literacy, film production, 
new technology and storytelling tools. This was achieved through ‘embedding’ filmmakers in 
classrooms to develop projects that support learning already taking place. Initially conceived as an 
online repository for the FITC curriculum, the scope of FilmEd (2014) soon grew: 
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FilmEd is a space where educators can connect and can access and share ideas for promoting media literacy and 
teaching media making in the classroom. Engaging with our network of teachers, filmmakers, teaching artists, 
administrators, non-profit organizations, and media literacy professionals will enable you to better utilize 
media in the classroom, showcase your work, get feedback, and find new opportunities and ideas. 
As Joanne Parsont stated,  
We got some new funding. Then it was, let’s develop a curriculum that’s really supportive of that 
program and something we can develop that we can put online so anyone can access. So that was the 
original concept - to create something where we can develop that curriculum, make it available to people 
around the country, or anywhere, and how do we make it more interactive and more of a useful 
tool...also it could be a lesson exchange for other people to share their resources.  
Several online resources from the cases studied above echo both the content and the 
approach of FilmEd, most notably the dedicated education blog of the Jacob Burns Film Centre. 
However, a key factor distinguishing FilmEd from the other cases, and one with crucial relevance 
to the immediate research theme above, is the active effort to develop the ‘two-way street’ between 
direct filmmaker supply and education audience demand. In an Australian context, ATOM is the 
only comparable organisation that seeks to improve production and distribution sector 
connections with education as much as they cater to their core audience of educators. 
Other online film education resources such as Film Space, Film Education, and the JBFC 
sites possess a single audience direction of supplying content and cineliterate bridging materials to 
education audiences. FilmEd functions as a site where, in addition to education stakeholders, the 
film sector can research, and strategize, improved supply of their content to an education market. 
FilmEd devotes a specific section of the site for ‘FilmEd for Filmmakers’ with detailed individual 
sections addressing: 
 
• An Overview of Educational Outreach 
• Planning an Educational Outreach Strategy 
• Understanding the Educational Marketplace 
• Developing Curricula 
• What is Grade Appropriate? 
• School Screenings: Organization and Impact 
• A series of Featured Outreach Strategies 
Joanne Parsont is clear on the potential positive outcomes for all stakeholders in 
connecting education and screen sectors in ways which encourage greater distribution and access to 
content:  
One of the things that is unique about FilmEd is, it is not just an educator tool it is really meant to bring 
the artists and the educators together, share those resources and really try to encourage filmmakers to 
start using the films in an educational context...recognising that those audiences are actually, really 
compelling audiences a lot of them overlooked or didn’t think their films were accessible to.  
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The SFFS have effectively identified a distinct education audience and market for film and 
documentary content coupled with an active attempt to connect education and 
production/distribution sectors through bridging materials and an acknowledgment of cineliteracy 
affordances. Consequently, the San Francisco Film Society/Festival and FilmEd function as an 
exemplary US case with considerable best practice relevance for Australian organisations such as 
ATOM, when benchmarked against the research themes of this research. 
 
US Case Study conclusions - Best practice observations via thematic benchmarking 
 
Through benchmarking the US cases against the prevailing themes outlined in Chapter 
One, several best practice observations which may enable improved connections between the 
Australian documentary sector and education audiences can be made. In the current Australian 
context, no digital extension of film and documentary content targeted to education can match the 
supply and demand side value-add embedded in The San Francisco Film Society’s FilmEd 
website. The Campfire Film Foundation case study in the following chapter makes a comparable 
effort across both sectors, but does not approach the scale and reach of SFFS. While other online 
film education resources in the US cases above (JBFC Education Blog), serve as a valuable 
‘pipeline’ supplying content and cineliterate bridging materials to education audiences, only 
FilmEd has made a concerted effort to help information and resources flow in both directions by 
actively connecting the production and distribution sectors to education as a market and helping 
the documentary sector understand and better cater to that market. 
Due consideration should be given to how existing Australian cases (ATOM, Campfire 
Film Foundation) or a festival such as the Melbourne International Film Festival might be able to 
partner with organisations such as the Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF) or the Australian 
Centre for the Moving Image (ACMI) to develop a similar approach to FilmEd, reflecting the 
specific cultural and commercial challenges of the Australian education market. Major events such 
as the Screen Futures Summit (presented by both ACMI and DAF) to be held in Melbourne in 
2016 offer an ideal forum to discuss these best practice observations. 
Screen Futures will bring together education and screen industry professionals from across the globe to 
examine the increasingly fluid state of the media sphere and explore the future of the screen in 2016. It 
will be a dynamic three days packed with insightful and provocative discussion around screen education, 
screen innovation, and the screen industry. (Screen Futures 2015) 
Screen Futures also offers a space to discuss and potentially shape other emerging outreach 
programs concerned with documentary and screen literacies such as Documentary Australia 
Foundations (DAF) nascent Education & Outreach Strategy. 
In arriving at best practice observations for an Australian context, the US cases also offer 
much in terms of exemplary, active connections to the private sector and philanthropy for 
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outreach programs. Partly this is due to variation between an active philanthropy and endowment 
culture in the US and an absence of commensurate federal support. This contrasts to Australia’s 
long history of state support for cultural works, including documentary, as outlined in Chapter 
Two. Part of the success in securing philanthropic support in  the cases above results from a  
collective focus on low SEO students, or those from ‘underserved communities’ as identified by 
the JBFC. Here, there may also be observations with application to the Australian sector. 
Certainly, underserved communities exist across urban and rural communities deserving of 
educational outreach from film and screen organisations. Partnerships which focus on these 
communities in the first instance would not only directly help a disadvantaged sector of society, but 
may have strategic long- term benefits to establishing and growing wider national programs. These 
partnerships to target underserved communities could provide a valuable project to link corporate 
donors and philanthropy with not only independent documentary producers but also the existing 
outreach programs of organisations such as the NFSA.  
In part, this strategy addresses Ryan Helsel’s (Full Frame) point above. Without a focus on 
underserved education communities, any documentary outreach program may lead to an ‘echo 
chamber’ effect of ‘the people who can come are the students who probably have the most access 
to this type of stuff already’ (Helsel 2014). A focus on underserved communities also provides 
greater potential for philanthropic support to connect with existing educational outreach strategies 
potentially leading to the virtuous cycle identified by Joanne Parsont (SFFS) above. Multiplier 
effects can occur from a festival’s early commitment to education. Education audiences respond to 
the initial efforts, which in turn encourage an expansion of the festival’s education focus which in 
turn deepens the festival’s commitment and ongoing relationship with education audiences. A 
crucial component of this observation is the effective communication with philanthropic and/or 
corporate donors regarding the benefits and impact of these efforts. In the Australian context, this 
strategy can be seen in the large scale philanthropically supported programs of the CinefestOz 
Film Festival in Western Australia through Rio Tinto’s support of their educational outreach 
Cinesnaps program. While not focussed solely focussed on underserved communities, these 
programs remain an exemplar for marshalling large-scale philanthropic support for film outreach 
programs. As the festival argues, ‘The support of RioTinto as Premium Partner since 2010, and 
Schools Partner since 2012 has enabled rapid expansion and development of the Cinesnaps 
Schools  Program’ (CinefestOz  2015). 
The final US best practice observation may help provide context for an issue addressed in 
the Introduction and Chapter Three. Although educational licences and pricing is widespread, 
educators may not be able to meet these costs either on a personal basis or through their 
institution. If the distribution and production sector continue to offer higher priced educational 
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licences this must also be balanced with an increased awareness of the budgetary pressures of the 
education sector, particularly in the secondary schools, as the ALRC review highlighted. The irony 
of a documentary being ‘picked up’ for wider distribution to then have educational access limited 
as a result of ‘windowing’ strategies, price and the complexity of managing a distribution catalogue, 
was a recurring issue across the US cases. The perception of ‘high- touch’ sales work for limited 
reward is one factor leading to the irony of a film being represented by a distributor leading to 
decreased, not increased educational access for that title. Many US distributors remain focused on 
festival, TV or other ancillary markets with a common education strategy to aggressively price the 
occasional sales to education they field. This strategy persists despite this aggressive US pricing 
reflecting the buying power of a very small group of schools and Universities and not reflecting the 
resource acquisition budgets of the vast majority of schools. 
 Alongside the complaints of the distribution sector around educators not purchasing and 
using educational licences there should be an acknowledgement that schools also deal direct with 
filmmakers and enjoy the ease and often lower costs securing content this way. Therefore a 
distributors involvement should arrive with ‘value-ads’ for education such as bridging materials and 
increased availability and flexibility, not simply increased educational licence pricing. 
 
Joanne Parsont (2014) argued the SFFS are keenly aware of this issue but remain unsure 
how best to address the problem:  
I almost feel uncomfortable to post (the price) when you know that none of them are going to spend 
that money, I feel like even announcing, ‘here is how much you can get it for’ defeats the whole purpose 
of what we are offering for free. I’m not saying that they shouldn’t be paying some sort of a fee for stuff, 
but at a rate they can’t afford? Maybe there would be one or two schools that really want that film and 
really willing to spend money on it I feel like it is almost an insult to put it up there but make it 
inaccessible to them.  
Parsont went on to argue that the gap between K-12 resource budgets for documentary film 
compared with tertiary institutions is huge, and this inevitably directs focus towards tertiary and 
often away from secondary schools once the documentary has been ‘picked up’ for distribution. 
Speaking to the K-12 market, Parsont stated, 
Generally speaking, none of them have money. So at the university level they have money, they are private 
institutions for the most part or large public institutions and they have money set aside for media resources 
that they can purchase, it is just part of their budget. Most school districts in the country unless they are private 
schools they don’t have those budgets and because of the nature of educational licenses, they are expensive, $150 
is a lot for one film for many schools 
In some contexts, the dynamics described by Parsont can give rise to an education ‘sweet 
spot’ for distribution early in a film’s release. This temporal space of optimised educational access 
occurs during the film's festival release where enthusiasm and exhibition are heightened and 
educators can deal directly with a filmmaker – but crucially, before the film has been licenced to a 
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distributor. As Zwolfer (2014) argued: 
 If we catch them early on in the festival season, maybe we’re the first festival that they’re in. Then you 
do have a little more time, there is a few months where they’re open to it, they’re kind of embracing it 
and there is much more open communication between opportunities for teachers to connect with the 
filmmaker and make some further experiences for their classroom before it might be out of reach.  
However this ‘sweet spot’ is not a fixed target. Filmmakers are often reticent to make 
individual sales to education when a distribution deal is in imminent. This can be for practical 
reasons, the distributor may arguably have expertise in this area or the filmmaker may welcome 
being a step removed from the remunerative benefits of high priced educational copies. As 
Parsont stated, this is a frustrating position for SFFS and all organisations charged with bridging 
film and education: 
Sales is not the thing that we focus on so much mostly because we have no control over that and we are not in 
distribution, that is not what we do, we don’t have rights to any of the films we work with. That’s kind of our 
biggest job right now in terms of what is the next step, where do we go from here? We can put all these 
resources online but it is still up to the teachers to gain access to those films outside of what we do locally? That 
is sort of the next question - how do we make those films accessible? 
No easy solutions exist for the access problems outlined by Parsont. Distributors will 
charge what they feel the education market will bear until a time that strategy fails to generate 
expected returns. However, the concept of distribution ultimately hindering educational access is 
highly problematic albeit understandable, judging from Parsont and Zwolfer’s comments above. 
The education market ‘pie’ cannot be grown for the production and distribution sector in Australia 
if schools broadly and educators specifically feel documentary access is being priced unreasonably 
across distribution channels. This is not to imply that the education market, either in the US or 
Australia, does not have a significant budget to spend on audiovisual resources such as 
documentary. Nor does this US observation suggest that distributors should automatically lower 
prices or remove the educational licences. This observation does point to a need for more 
effective communication of the value the production and distribution sector brings to documentary 
distribution beyond simply making the film available on DVD or digital. This ‘value adding’ 
includes the drawing focus work of close content curation alongside the chapterisation or 
“chunking” of content that bridging materials such as digital study guides can deliver.  
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Chapter Seven: Australian case studies 
 
Introduction 
 
The Australian organisational case studies that follow were conducted prior to international 
data gathering. These case studies were first conducted to scan the existing landscape of the 
education market for film and documentary content and were not subject to benchmarking. This is 
a result of these cases informing the development of the research themes used to establish the 
benchmarking. They represent the end point destination where the international best practice 
findings can ultimately be implemented in the Australian context. This chapter examines four 
distinct Australian cases: 
 
• The Australian Teachers of Media (ATOM) 
• Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF) 
• Campfire Film Foundation 
• ClickView 
These Australian organisational case studies represent a combination of professional 
associations and documentary specific foundations (ATOM and DAF), social enterprise 
foundations (Campfire Film Foundation) and commercial entities (ClickView). Utilising desk 
research, document analysis, thick description and expert interviews, the following case studies 
draw significantly on the organisation’s own programmatic descriptions. As addressed in the 
literature review in Chapter Three, recent data and citations on what is often commercial in 
confidence material is difficult to secure but I have sought to secure the most relevant and recent 
available sources throughout the following chapter.    
 
Australian Case Study One - Australian Teachers of Media (ATOM) & Documentary Australia Foundation 
(DAF) 
ATOM is an independent, non-profit, professional association promoting the study of 
media in education. As a professional association bridging the documentary and education sectors, 
ATOM has great relevance to this research in terms of the distribution, promotion, and 
curriculum positioning of documentary film within Australian education. ATOM’s relevance is 
underlined not only through the professional association work they facilitate in networking 
Australian teachers of media (a curriculum strand representing significant documentary 
consumption), but also through ATOM’s multiple publishing and outreach efforts. The following 
sections outline the history and context of the organisation, ATOM’s varied publishing and 
distribution efforts and the crucial function of study guides for connecting cineliteracy and 
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documentary revenue in education. The case concludes with analysis of the development of 
Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF) films and their progression from education market 
expectations to education market benchmarking through ATOM Awards inclusion. 
History and context 
 
Through their website, ATOM suggest their reach in the Australian screen sector extends 
beyond  simply teachers of media and into ‘media industry personnel, a range of media, education 
and government organisations and, increasingly, the general public interested in the media’ 
(ATOM 2014). This broad audience base goes some way towards explaining the organisation’s 
varied publishing, promotion, outreach and distribution efforts around multiple forms of media 
(including documentary). In addition to the creation of traditional, and now interactive, study 
guides, ATOM distributes content through their Education Shop, publishes two film journals 
(Metro and Screen Education) runs professional development activities, organises film screenings 
for teachers, holds a national conference every  two  years  (Screen  Futures  in 2016) and annually 
recognises excellence in over thirty categories of film, television, animation  and  multimedia  
through  the  ATOM  Awards.  Both the   ATOM   screen   and media conference (Screen 
Futures Summit & Youth Media Festival) and their festival component (the ATOM Awards) echo 
the efforts of both the San Francisco Film Society/Festival and the Full Frame Film Festival in the 
US case studies above. As argued, multiplier effects can occur from a festival’s early commitment 
to education. The impact of the ATOM awards is examined further below. In light of the earlier 
international case study observations, ATOM might consider expanding their festival/conference 
efforts to deepen their engagement with ‘underserved’ communities as termed by Full Frame. 
Funding for this might come from a variety of sources, including large scale corporate sponsorship 
or philanthropic donations. Focussing on these communities would not only directly help a 
disadvantaged sector of society but may have strategic long- term benefits for establishing wider, 
national programs for ATOM and encourage much needed philanthropic support for these 
additional and targeted programs. 
One distinct area of activity where ATOM engages with the education market is through 
granting access to their audience through email lists. For a fee, producers and distributors gain 
access to these lists and are able to promote their films to education audiences. ATOM director 
Peter Tapp (2014) argues these emails are highly effective as ‘most customers who get ATOM to 
send out an email broadcast to one of our lists are usually very pleased with the results. They 
usually say they have seen a massive spike in hits to their website’. From an educator's perspective, 
these ATOM email alerts act as a reminder service for newly released film and documentary 
content to use in their teaching. Email alert content ranges from educator exclusive cinema 
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screenings through to reminders to set school recorders to tape a broadcast documentary. 
From the documentary sector’s perspective, the ability to target media teachers via email 
both on a state by state and national basis is valuable. The potential benefits for the documentary 
sector of generating early educational interest in a film, range from school bookings during a 
theatrical release through to triggering increased Screenrights incomes via educational reminders of 
a program’s scheduled TV broadcast. Viewed as a whole, the outreach efforts from these ATOM 
initiatives demonstrate an organisation operating a range of innovative services in partnership with 
their stakeholders in the education and screen sector. In this respect, ATOM bears comparison in 
organisational structure and service diversity to the Jacob Burns Film Centre in Chapter Six. 
Like the JBFC, ATOM is a mix of commercial sponsors, private philanthropy and 
federal/institutional support. One area where JBFC has excelled, and ATOM may be able to  
grow,  is  harnessing  strong  community  involvement  with  their  organisation’s  public programs, 
physical space and overall brand. Much of the JBFC’s  success in building community is a result of 
their dedicated screening, teaching/learning and  community space. How could ATOM replicate 
this without the costs of investing in a dedicated and ongoing venue?–by deepening their 
connections with existing venues where audiences overlap with those of ATOM. This is already 
occurring in Melbourne through ATOM’s partnership with the Australian Centre for the Moving 
Image (ACMI) for Screen Futures. More linkages should be sought with partners such as the 
Cinématheque in Brisbane and receptive screening venues like the Mercury Cinema in Adelaide. 
This would enable ATOM to potentially transition from an organisation with significant virtual and 
media presence but little opportunity for community engagement to one where community 
building through live events enables new audience and community creation. 
 
Study guides 
 
The potential of Study guides to enable cineliteracy outcomes has been identified several 
times in this research. Outside of direct pedagogy, it is also important to note that study guides and 
other bridging materials, such as websites, audio guides and other online and physical materials, 
assist educators in identifying and ‘curating’ their own lesson plans incorporating documentary 
content. Study guides, including interactive digital versions, have emerged as key bridging materials 
for an increased awareness and understanding of cineliteracy within this research. The Australian 
Teachers of Media (ATOM) functions as a crucial producer of these materials for the 
documentary and education sectors. Study guides inform concepts of cineliteracy on both the 
supply (production/distribution) and demand (education audience) sides, while also potentially 
growing the overall education market for documentary film. 
Within both the documentary and education sectors, ATOM is synonymous with these 
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guides. At their most basic, study guides are text and image based PDFs which contextualise a 
documentary within clear curriculum strands and link to the content and themes within a film to 
promote discussion and aid in lesson planning. ATOM employs specialised educators to construct 
these guides and make them available for free download via the ATOM Education Shop. Of all 
the services outlined previously, study guides represent the greatest value-add to education and 
arguably the most crucial service provided by ATOM to the screen sector. This research argues 
study guides have the capacity to function as crucial bridging materials to shift documentaries from 
neutral, un-contextualised content into cineliteracy resources that offer potential for both 
widespread educational use and commensurate returns to the rights-holders. As outlined above, 
even without teachers engaging in the directive pedagogy of the study guides, they do function as a 
valuable summary of the content allowing educator-led curation and selection for their teaching. In 
relation to the education market focus of this research, ATOM (2014) noted that in addition to 
pedagogical value ‘our guides also provide innumerable benefits for content producers, granting 
them much greater access to the educational market than they could otherwise attain’. 
The study guide creation process involves ATOM being initially contacted by a 
documentary maker or distributor wishing to promote their work within education. ATOM will 
assess the program against the current curriculum and depending on suitability will employ a team 
of teachers within the identified subject area to produce the guide. ATOM regularly produces 
guides for feature films, documentaries, television shows and exhibitions, with all guides available 
initially as free PDFs via the Metro magazine website before migrating to the Education Shop 
where they are available for $4.95 each. Despite the nominal cost to educators in accessing study 
guides, the perceived value of the study guides from the perspective of the documentary sector is 
significant. As the following section on the Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF) outlines, the 
creation of a study guide is often the fundamental, reoccurring engagement filmmakers and 
distributors make with the education market. The ‘innumerable benefits’ of the study guide 
highlighted by ATOM above, are similarly recognised and supported by Screen Australia. The 
agency requests a budget line item of $2500 be committed towards the creation of a guide in any 
documentary funded by Screen Australia. As addressed in Chapter One, this budget condition 
applies only to documentaries (as opposed to feature films), further underscoring the longstanding 
educative function of documentary in Australian classrooms. 
Screen Australia requires the producer to supply an approved study guide publisher with: 
 
 
• three DVDs of the finished project; 
• a press kit; and 
• a post-production script. 
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The cost of the study guide must be included in the production finance budget as a line 
item of $2500. If the publisher decides not to create a study guide, the $2500 can be applied to 
marketing expenses. The producer must seek Screen Australia’s approval of the choice of 
publisher (ATOM is pre-approved). (Screen Australia 2014) 
 
In addition to Screen Australia’s institutional support for the value of study guides 
generally (and ATOM specifically), other significant players in the content distribution space such 
as Screenrights, have also encouraged the creation and use of study guide bridging materials. As 
outlined in Chapter Four, Screenrights have long been vocal in their support of study guides. In 
the 2009 Screen Australia Stage 2 review, Screenrights argued for dedicated study guide funding to 
continue - particularly in light of the success of their subsidiary and resource centre EnhanceTV. 
EnhanceTV claims a membership of more than 17,000 educators, website traffic exceeding a 
million page views a month and study guide downloads of over 30,000 via EnhanceTV alone from 
2006-2009. Screenrights (2009) argued the study guides ‘form an integral part of the service that is 
offered to education to support both the use of film and television in the classroom and the 
teaching of media literacy. Screenrights would strongly urge that funding support for these guides 
continue in the future’. 
Further supporting the contention that study guides function as educative and economic drivers of 
documentary distribution in education, Screenrights (2009) argued ‘there is strong anecdotal 
evidence to support the notion that the production of these guides increases the likelihood that a 
title will be copied and used in an educational environment thus increasing the returns to rights-
holders’. By 2012, Screenrights had engaged their members in research to support the anecdotal 
evidence they cite: 
Producers regularly tell us that study guides are an invaluable marketing tool and that strong educational resources 
improve the likelihood of their programme being copied and used in the educational sector. In addition, Screenrights 
this year surveyed educators across Australia. More than 70 percent of the teachers who responded said that the 
availability of a stud guide would influence their decision whether or not to use a programme in class 
(Screenrights 2012). 
This research argues that, if creation, download and use of study guides influences teacher 
decisions to use a program in class, then it follows these bridging materials have a direct impact on 
incomes Screenrights returns each year to the documentary sector. Tapp (2014) was clear the work 
of Screenrights benefits not only the education and screen production sectors, but also contributes 
to cineliteracy outcomes through their support of bridging materials such as study guides. 
What we have, which is unique, is Screenrights and the system we have for the production of study guides and 
how, through Screenrights, money is channelled back to filmmakers. Also how the study guides give teachers 
the education material they would not be able to produce, in the time available, themselves. So it can be argued 
that Australia has, one of the best cine- literacy/media literacy systems in the world. 
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Interactive Digital Study Guides 
 
Recent efforts from ATOM to create study guides around individual films as apps for iOS and 
Android tablets, demonstrate an innovative move forward for pedagogy and potential new revenue 
streams for rights-holders. In partnership with Victorian cross-platform developers NMG, ATOM 
developed two interactive study guides in 2011: Oranges and Sunshine and Kapyong. In 2012, this 
was followed with additional interactive guides for the feature film Blame and the documentaries 
Wide Open Road and The Triangle Wars. Outside of the increased potential for digital returns to 
rights-holders, ATOM argues the interactivity of the study guides enhances the educational 
experience overall: 
With these interactive guides, clips from the film and other audiovisual material can be embedded, thus 
reinforcing the educational experience while simultaneously promoting the program to a global market.  
Embedded materials will allow for more challenging questions to be posed to students, as clips can be viewed a 
number of times before questions tailored to the scene are answered (cited in Screen NSW 2011). 
Through these new interactive study guide initiatives, Tapp (2014) identified three 
potential new education market revenue streams for rights-holders: direct sales of the study guide, 
copyright revenue from reproduction of the embedded material, and sales of the film through the 
app itself. Reflecting availability in different countries, sales of the film via the app will be able to be 
geo-blocked for specific territories. The film would also be able to be sold at varying institutional 
price points for schools, universities or libraries. 
On launching the interactive guides, ATOM director Peter Tapp further reinforced the benefits 
to rights-holders of an expanded education market, arguing the interactive guides are the ‘first 
step in a new vision for screen education – one that is likely to lead to substantially increased 
returns for the Australian film industry’ (in Poole 2011). Although the $6000 figure to produce 
the interactive study guide app is a significant investment above the $2500 for a standard guide, 
Tapp argues the additional cost warrants consideration, claiming that ‘A study guide is really a 
marketing document in that they can’t be used effectively unless students have seen the film, 
which, in turn, encourages schools to buy the program. What is more, the market is international’ 
(in Poole 2011). Part of the challenge for ATOM now is to ensure access to these study guides 
can be maintained. One lesson from UK case studies of The Film Space and Film Education in 
Chapter Five is that education audiences may not loudly voice their approval for a service, but 
can be very vocal at the loss of it. The six-month disappearance of Film Education’s website and 
online resources (including study guides) was described by one British educator as ‘an act of 
cultural and educational vandalism’. Having created similar bridging materials, ATOM should 
acknowledge a largely tacit assumption by educators that these resources will remain accessible. 
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into the future and in doing so potentially avoid the backlash that befell Film Education.   
Running ATOM’s annual film festival and awards exerts a multiplier effect on all strands of 
the organisation and provides a valuable promotional and marketing push for all stakeholders. The 
ATOM awards have run for the past 33 years in Australia. Tapp (2014) claimed, ‘Any film that 
wins an ATOM Award is guaranteed increased sales to the education market’. As the naming 
rights sponsor for the 2013/2014 festival, The Intellectual Property Awareness Foundation (IPAF) 
gained access to a valuable youth audience for their outreach work. Outside of the student and 
tertiary awards, ATOM recognises and awards documentary films through the following categories: 
 
• Best Documentary Arts 
• Best Documentary Biography 
• Best Documentary Science, Technology and the Environment 
• Best Documentary History, Social and Political Issues 
• Best Documentary General 
These award categories provide a clear indication of the primary and secondary subject 
areas in which documentary content is widely used. This evidences that cineliteracy affordances 
can be brought to bear across curricula and not only in the traditional ‘film’ subjects of Media or 
English. Filmmakers value the recognition of the ATOM awards as confirmation their work is 
having real impact in the education space. As Martin Butler and Bentley Dean, whose film First 
Footprints won the award for Best Documentary (General) in 2013, asserted ‘I’d rate this as one of 
the most important awards you could win’ (cited in Judah 2013). 
Aligning largely with the position of international cases such as the BFI Tapp (2014) supports the 
idea of shorter versioning of content. Citing the need for smaller, issue led ‘trigger films’, Tapp 
also acknowledges that documentary filmmakers are rarely resourced or encouraged within 
existing funding mechanisms to distil their films to this size.  
There are really two opposing forces at work here, the standard broadcast on free-to-air or cable being 48 
minutes which puts it outside a class period. What many teachers would prefer is a 15 or 20-minute trigger film 
that deals with all the issues, presenting them in as much detail as possible, the students can then take it from 
there and research all the areas that are covered. But filmmakers/producers aren’t funded to make trigger 
films nor do they have the funds left over to create a trigger film which would require a major edit of their 
program. Also, many filmmakers would be unsure what to include in the trigger film (Tapp 2014). 
 
The creation and use of education focussed documentary ‘trigger films’ taken from longer- 
form documentaries may be a small area of potential growth for some in the Australian 
distribution/production sector. Questions of documentary sector remuneration for this content, 
alongside the pedagogical effectiveness and educational deployment of this specialised, shorter 
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form content remains an area for future research. 
 
Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF) Strategies & ATOM Benchmarking 
 
Contrasting Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF) data on filmmakers’ assumptions 
around education audiences with ATOM awards industry benchmarking, offers valuable insights 
into the passage of key documentary titles through education. The Documentary Australia 
Foundation (DAF) aims to:  
Inspire and nurture partnerships between philanthropic individuals, private foundations, charities and 
documentary ﬁlmmakers. DAF provides expertise, information, guidance and resources to help each 
sector work together to achieve their goals. DAF does not make or commission ﬁlms. We manage and 
receive grants and donations which are directed either towards our own operations or to specific film 
projects’ (Documentary Australia Foundation 2014).  
As of February 2014, DAF retains 7% of all grants made to registered films to cover the 
running costs of the organisation. 
In July 2014, DAF relaunched their website. The new DAF site features the ‘The Idea’ 
image below, which functions as a macro view of organisational workflow while identifying the core 
constituents of the process: filmmakers, grant makers and charities linked by DAF around a 
shared issue. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8: The Idea (DAF 2014) 
 
While it may be assumed that education forms a component of the Outreach Programs, it is not 
explicitly referred to in the diagram above. This lack of explicit education acknowledgement is 
further underlined through the analysis of publically available DAF data that follows. As of June 
2014, 582 films were registered with DAF, 40 of which have been produced. Of the 40 produced 
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documentaries, only 30 films articulated any kind of education strategy through DAF’s online 
registration process. Half of the 30, which addressed the education question of DAF’s ‘education 
and outreach strategy’, cite collaborating with ATOM or study guides as a key part of their strategy. 
Therefore, one third of successfully completed films that passed through the Documentary 
Australia Foundation as of June 2014, identified ATOM and study guides as a crucial factor in 
accessing the education market.  While acknowledging the factors contributing to a registered DAF 
film becoming a completed film are broader than simply an education strategy, the question of 
whether these films are completed as a result of, or in spite of, a clear education strategy is a salient 
one. Arguably a causal link can be drawn between foresight in education strategies and 
demonstrated success in the education market. 
One way to demonstrate this link is to assess which, if any, of the DAF registered 
documentary films have been successful in education. While that question is difficult to answer in 
commercial terms due to a lack of available data, it is useful to compare the education strategies of 
successfully completed films against the nominees and winners of the ATOM awards. Founded in 
1982, the ATOM awards celebrate the best of Australian and New Zealand screen content from 
the education sector and screen industry professionals with entries in over thirty categories, 
covering everything from feature-length documentaries and factual television programs to 
animation, educational resources, games and new media (ATOM 2014).  As the following section 
outlines, a link can be identified in comparing documentary sector understanding and expectation 
regarding the education market (DAF), against actual industry benchmarking through a 
professional body (ATOM). 
At the 2012 ATOM awards, four DAF registered documentaries were nominated six times 
across the award categories of Best Documentary Short Form, Best Documentary History, Social 
& Political Issues, Best Documentary Science, Technology and the Environment, Best 
Documentary Arts and Best Documentary Biography. Similar success occurred in 2013 with three 
DAF registered documentaries nominated six times in the award categories of Best Documentary 
Arts, Best Documentary Biography, Best Documentary History, Social & Political Issues and Best 
Documentary General. From this analysis, documentary makers and distributors who clearly plot 
their educational engagement and distribution, do appear to have better results than those who do 
not. By comparing education market intentions at the production stage with education outcomes at 
the ATOM award stage, key strategies for educational success may be arrived at. Chief among 
these strategies is for content creators to engage in the planning and resources required to create 
effective bridging materials in the form of study guides. While a detailed examination of the 
education strategies for these films is beyond the scope of this research, arguably the planning and 
investment in study guides as bridging materials between the education and documentary sector 
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enables both increased educational implementation and greater remuneration from the education 
market. 
While DAF aims to investigate an education outreach strategy in 2016, there is much that 
could be adapted from the excellent efforts of the San Francisco Film Society and their FilmEd 
site. A key distinguishing factor of FilmEd is the active effort to develop the ‘two-way street’ 
between direct filmmaker supply and education audience demand. Existing ATOM strategies are 
largely in the direction of supplying content and cineliterate bridging materials to education 
audiences. FilmEd functions as a site which, in addition to serving education, allows 
filmmaker/distributor supply-side stakeholders to research, and strategize improved supply to an 
education market. ATOM would be well equipped to replicate this approach. Due consideration 
should be given to how existing Australian cases (ATOM, Campfire Film Foundation) or a festival 
such as the Melbourne International Film Festival might be able to partner with organisations such 
as the Documentary Australia Foundation (DAF) or the Australian Centre for the Moving Image 
(ACMI) to develop a similar approach to FilmEd which reflects the specific cultural and 
commercial challenges of the Australian education market. 
 
Australian Case Study Two - Campfire Film Foundation 
The following case study examines the multi-faceted work of the Campfire Film 
Foundation. It outlines the history and context of the organisation, their educational mission, and 
clear self-identification as a social enterprise - an ‘organisation that operates as a business to achieve 
its social mission’ (Campfire 2014). Campfire is a hybrid festival and digital distribution platform 
delivering short films to Australian education audiences. It is funded by a school membership base 
that pays to access the films with 50% of profits then being returned back to the rights-holder. 
Documentaries form a significant part of the Campfire catalogue, but short dramas and animation 
also feature. 
In  contrast  to  the  other  Australian  distributor  case  studies  featured  in  this  research, 
Campfire targets education audiences through short form as opposed to feature-length content. As 
Campfire director Richard Leigh argues, this exclusive short form focus was arrived at over a long 
period of consultation with teachers:  
My whole pitch to filmmakers is to say listen, shorts is the way to go...Short is best. An overwhelming bit 
of feedback (from teachers) was that we don’t have time...which is why we love YouTube. It is short and 
if it is a flop, it is only a flop for a few minutes. Or if it is a hit, kids can watch it again 10 times! 
This contention around clips as opposed to whole, standalone narratives such as short films was an 
area of contention in the UK cases. While the BFI support ‘whole’ narratives in the form of short 
films, it appears that shorter, standalone clips (‘trigger films’ as described by Peter Tapp above) 
taken from whole and longer works should be carefully considered. Issues of length, running time 
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and chapterisation should not be minor considerations, as they remain vital to effective educational 
uptake as the digital extension of documentary continues to affect education audiences. 
 
Part of Campfire’s success, as identified by Leigh, is ongoing communication with their 
education audiences. A key outcome of this audience communication is the development of the 
capped running time of no more than 10 minutes and 59 seconds for short film content. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9: Content Length (Campfire 2014) 
 
The 10 minutes and 59 seconds is not an arbitrary content length but arrived at through 
close consultation between Campfire and teachers regarding the best length for in-class screening 
and discussion. 
Different teachers said they wouldn’t share anything more than 15 minutes, some said the ideal was 5 - but a 
contained length is brilliant. It gives you a parameter as a filmmaker to keep your story to and YouTube were 
doing 10 minutes and we accrued it to 10 minutes 59 due to the number of films that were 10 and a half, just 
over…so we drew a line in the sand and said right it is 10 minutes 59. It was reinforced by the market research 
when we were developing the foundation (Leigh 2014). 
This ongoing dialogue with educators informs the ‘by teachers for teachers’ character of the 
organisation’s website and public communications. Like many of the US cases above, Campfire 
has also fostered partnerships between other organisations who share their audience focus. One of 
these is Cineclub, a UK company seeking to replicate in Australia the BFI’s cineliteracy film 
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education efforts through catering to a nascent need for resources and training, as documentary 
film incorporated into Media Arts is applied across the entire Australian national curriculum. 
 
Cineclub was launched as a pilot education program for the British Film Institute (BFI) in 2002 and 
became an independent company in its own right in 2004. Cineclub's key social aim was to enable film 
as an art form to be practiced and developed by teachers and their students in order to develop their 
capacity to be cultural, creative and critical both in and outside of the classroom. Cineclub was 
launched in Australia in 2011 and has a particular focus on Primary Schools (Campfire Film Foundation 
2014). 
 
In the UK, Cineclub responded to the well-established work of Cary Bazalgette and the 
British Film Institute in promoting media literacy broadly and cineliteracy specifically at the 
primary school level. While it took until 2014 for an Australian curriculum to begin to adopt 
Media Arts across the curriculum, including primary schooling, the focus on primary audiences for 
the screen came much earlier in the UK. As early as 1986 Bazalgette argued for ‘the primary phase 
as the key sector in which to start to realise the goal of media education as an entitlement for all 
children’ (Bazalgette, 1996). Primary and secondary school audiences are the key focus of both 
Campfire and partners such as Cineclub. 
The details of the partnership with Campfire enabled an annual selection of eight Campfire 
titles to be made available free of charge to those schools with a Cineclub membership to promote 
a ‘critical, cultural and creative understanding of film’ (Cineclub 2014). Curriculum themes for 
these films drew from the strong content and bridging materials Campfire had established in 
Aboriginal Perspectives & Media, Religion and Society units. For Cineclub, this was both a value 
add in their offering to the Australian education sector and delivered credibility for the largely 
unproven company through an official partnership with well established, social enterprise 
Campfire. Cineclub’s main offering is professional development (PD) for teachers and production 
training for students - the ‘making’ as opposed to ‘responding to’ notions of cineliteracy. However, 
in an echo of the hugely successful UK Cineclub film clubs, the Australian offering includes the 
Film for Thought program as part of the company’s schools membership. Film for Thought is a 
film appreciation program, which encourages educators to feel ‘confident in exposing children to a 
wider range of specialist cinema’ (Cineclub 2014) which would include documentary. Through this 
collaboration, the Campfire and Cineclub address the writing/reading, making/responding, 
recording/viewing literate dualities of cineliteracy. 
While many of the organisations examined in this research fall on the reading/viewing side 
of cineliteracy, the practical production workshops of Cineclub and the content and distribution 
skills of Campfire offer a worthwhile partnership. Reflecting on the collaboration with Cineclub, 
Leigh states, ‘you are teaching how to make films; we’re the component that will show these quality 
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films and unpack and understand them’. In the UK case study example of the BFI and the UK’s 
national education strategy (Film Forever Plan) partnerships, even mergers can ultimately 
strengthen and expand services to education even with the difficult loss of individual organisations 
(Film Education). Most recently this was seen in the merging of Cineclub’s UK parent company, 
FILMCLUB with First Light to secure the BFI’s £28m (GBP) lottery funded film education 
scheme – now known as Into Film. 
 
History and Context 
 
Melbourne filmmaker and teacher Richard Leigh founded Campfire in 2006 after several 
years working on the distribution of instructional films with Australian education distributor VEA. 
Starting as an online film festival focused on meaningful short films, Campfire then progressed to a 
live awards ceremony at the Australian Centre for the Moving Image (ACMI) in 2009 before 
beginning a not-for-profit company that same year. In 2010, Campfire received support from the 
Social Traders ‘The Crunch’ program in addition to start-up funding from the Social Trader's 
development fund. Social Traders (2014) is a ‘small non-profit organisation established in 2008 to 
support and encourage the establishment of commercially viable social enterprises throughout Australia’. 
Through this support, Campfire was also able to receive business coaching and mentorship from Australia 
Post and the Melbourne Business School and launched their website and school membership program in 
August of 2011. 
Campfire’s goal is to carve out a niche for meaningful short film resource provision within 
the Australian education sector. A key feature of Campfire is its ability to differentiate from 
YouTube or Vimeo content that educators may already have discovered and use in class. Through 
close curation of content against thematic, narrative, length and curriculum specific criteria, 
Campfire refines the ‘signal to noise’ ratio of other destination websites hosting similar content and 
in doing so offers a curatorial solution to the content abundance issues identified in this research. 
Reflecting on YouTube, Leigh argues this content abundance is actually turning teachers away 
from the potential of new content towards established and trusted resources: ‘It’s too big for 
teachers to process and so what it does is, you kind of bunker down with what you know… When 
you are pushed for choice, and there is so much choice, you go with what we used last year or what 
you can find immediately at hand this year...so curation, I reckon it’s something that is going to get 
stronger as we move forward.’ (Leigh 2014). 
 
 
Campfire educator outreach 
 
Analysis of the collective efforts of Campfire to engage with the education sector reveals a 
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hybrid distributor/festival in constant dialogue with their audience. Educator responses to the 
Campfire catalogue, ‘fireside notes’ and curriculum linkages all inform further iterations of 
Campfire’s offering to education in a cyclic response and creation loop. Through e-newsletters, 
social media, blog posts, the Campfire website and direct consultation, Campfire engages in 
ongoing discussion with education. Much of this work has been done directly by Leigh, 
For the last 3 years I have been wearing out my car driving round to all these different schools and doing 
what we call high touch sales. It’s not only good for sales; it is good for filmmakers. Selling anything, the more 
market research you do to understand the people you are trying to sell something to, the better you will be 
placed to fulfil their need. 
In keeping with the open and not-for-profit, social enterprise nature of the organisation, 
Campfire differs from other distributors by outlining the cost for educator access to their content. 
Other distributors in this space request that educators register their interest and details before a 
distribution representative replies. 
 
Campfire Film Festival 
 
Filmmakers who register their content online via Campfire are automatically eligible for 
screening and awards nomination in the Campfire Film Festival. Held at ACMI, the Australian 
Centre for the Moving Image in Melbourne, the festival emphasises ‘well-being and social 
inclusion’ (Campfire 2014) for an audience comprising students, teachers and filmmakers and has 
sessions extending from screenings into debates, panels and awards by industry experts and 
students. 
In a simple yet immediately effective action, Campfire moved to adjusting their awards 
categories to directly align with the Australian curriculum in 2013. As Campfire Founder Richard 
Leigh states, ‘What this has done is save us enormous work in lining up film titles with the most 
appropriate subject areas. It also helps filmmakers help themselves in thinking about schools as a 
potential audience’ (Leigh 2014). The following categories are awarded: 
 
• Best Art, Literacy and Media 
• Best Civics, Philosophy & Religion 
• Best Health and Wellbeing 
• Best History, Geography, Economics & Business 
• Indigenous Award 
• Spirit of Asia Award 
• Sustainability Award 
• Under 18 Award 
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As Campfire (2014) stated, ‘this is a night for filmmakers, not only to receive their awards 
but also to be reminded about the lasting value of their work in an audience sector that rarely gets 
much attention’. This film festival component aligns with several successful international cases 
above (Full Frame, SFFF) where multiplier effects can occur from a festival’s early commitment to 
education. As discussed in the San Francisco Film Foundation case study in Chapter Six, 
education audiences often respond positively to initial efforts from reputable film organisations. 
This in turn encourages an expansion the organisation’s education focus, which in turn deepens 
the organisation’s commitment and ongoing relationship with education audiences. 
 
Campfire filmmaker outreach 
 
Campfire has clearly identified education as a market for the film and documentary 
production sector. This is demonstrated through Campfire’s 50/50 revenue share on distribution 
incomes once costs have been deducted. However, as the text box below suggests, Campfire’s 
content distribution strategy is broader than simply returning revenue to rights-holders. Campfire 
suggests their distribution efforts offer the production sector a primed, receptive and enthusiastic 
audience not found elsewhere online. Awareness of this receptive audience may encourage 
filmmakers to take more creative and artistic risks in their work. 
 
For filmmakers: The vision is also multi-faceted. Campfire aims to give filmmakers a greater understanding 
of the spiritual, cultural, and philosophical aspects of their films and inspire them to produce more films with gutsy 
and honest, but sensitive and open- minded treatments of these issues. Helping filmmakers connect with enthusiastic 
audiences in schools is a strategic part of this vision (Campfire 2014). 
 
Campfire’s home page displays the distributive link Campfire creates between two stakeholders 
- on one side filmmakers representing supply and on the other teachers creating demand. This 
approach echoes the successful work of the San Francisco Film Society (SFFS) and their FilmEd site albeit 
on a smaller scale. Both stakeholders are guided through the work of Campfire from their specific links 
on the homepage below: 
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Figure 10: Teacher, Filmmaker (Campfire 2014) 
 
 
Cineliteracy & Bridging Materials 
 
Campfire has also identified the crucial role of bridging materials through their Fireside 
Notes. Neatly summarising the role of cineliterate bridging materials, Campfire describes their 
Fireside Notes as proof ‘we don’t just have films, we have insight and context to support deep 
learning’ (Campfire Film Foundation 2014). These Fireside Notes bridging materials offer a 
similar linking role within the Australian curriculum as the well-established ATOM study guides. 
Fireside Notes ground the content in specific subject areas and offer valuable context and lesson 
plan suggestions around their content. Campfire is also experimenting with further value-adds to 
their Fireside Notes, which may include online delivered video recordings of teachers using the 
same content in class. 
In an additional ‘value-add’, Campfire has their entire 150 title film catalogue registered 
with SCIS (Schools Catalogue Information Service). SCIS is a business unit of Education Services 
Australia created to provide schools with a database of consistent catalogue records aligning with 
agreed national standards. The SCIS service effectively reduces the cost and double handling that 
can occur when cataloguing resources for schools. SCIS not only provides bibliographic records 
for these films but hosts instructions on their site on how teachers can best access content, 
including a short promo on the work of Campfire. Leigh expresses surprise more distributors do 
not engage with SCIS (Schools Catalogue Information Service) cataloguing through Education 
Services Australia (ESA). Through the ESA service, metadata and SCoT (Schools Online 
Thesaurus) are attached to Campfire Film titles: ‘It’s a free service and it’s absolutely awesome. It 
is ESA doing the job they are meant to be doing in supporting a connection between any content 
and schools’ (Leigh 2014). Engagement with the SCIS catalogue may be one way to foster better 
documentary engagement with the education that could not have come from the international 
cases. The work of Campfire in this engagement represents innovation in content curation, form 
and delivery while also forging a ‘two-way’ connection between the documentary sector and 
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education audiences. Leigh’s work with Campfire remains a key example of innovative thinking 
and original approaches around the digital distribution of documentary to Australian education 
audiences. Despite this innovation, the growth of the Campfire model remains uncertain due to 
the significant resourcing required and the existence of several video providers offering similar 
content within the education market. 
 
Australian Case Study Three – ClickView 
 
The following case study is an examination of the work of Australian ‘video solutions’ 
company ClickView. The positioning of technology companies as a ‘solution’ has become a 
mantra of the venture capital and start-up culture, even if the specific problems are less clear. In 
his analysis of the British Training and Technology show (BETT), David Buckingham (2013) 
noted this growing trend amongst educational technology providers to ‘problematize’ education, 
One of the recurrent themes that emerges here is the idea that technology represents a ‘solution’ – although it is 
never quite clear what problems it solves.  There  are no  problems  at  BETT,  only  solutions…In  this formulation,the 
technology seems to move beyond being a mere consumer product, and to assume an almost metaphysical 
dimension; and, in the process, it is endowed with a magical ability  to stimulate and transform teaching 
and learning. 
As Buckingham suggested, while the ‘problems’ ClickView address may not be defined, 
ClickView embraces the language of the technology sphere in the provision of their (monetised) 
software solutions. The following section broadly examines the educational ‘problems’ ClickView’s 
video solutions sets out to solve, while outlining the history and context of the organisation. This 
analysis will examine both the diversification of their business and how a sustainable digital 
distribution company has developed through a corporate and strategic vision paired with sustained 
pedagogical focus and innovation commitment. 
ClickView has established itself as a market leader in digital video within Australia & NZ 
over the past 10 years. These video solutions manifest as hardware, software and content supply to 
a large educational base of customers in primary and secondary schooling. ClickView also service 
corporate and government clients via digital media monitoring, management and delivery 
solutions. The company has enjoyed significant growth over the last decade in the Australian 
education sector through nimble responses to changing technologies culminating in ClickView 
being named Australia’s Most Innovative Company in 2012 by Business Review Weekly (BRW). 
Amongst a strong field of multi-industry candidates, this is a notable achievement for a company 
working intimately, though not exclusively, with the distribution of documentary to education. 
Since this 2012 recognition ClickView has grown significantly. 
 
In addition to documentaries, ClickView also catalogues, hosts and commercially 
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distributes a broad range of other education relevant content while placing ‘pedagogy at the heart 
of everything we do’ (ClickView 2014) with over 30,000 curriculum based titles. Indeed, it is that 
foregrounding of pedagogy in the company’s technological offering that is claimed as the real 
innovation by ClickView. As argued by CEO Harvey Sanchez, while other video streaming 
companies may be far better and ClickView may look like a technology company, their real 
business is education, ‘We don’t sell technology for technology’s sake. We make sure there are 
learning outcomes’ (Sanchez quoted in Bailey 2012). This ‘learning first/content second’ approach 
is one of the crucial learnings from the British Film Institute (BFI) case study; that education 
audiences should be considered, and consulted, earlier than they currently are in the development 
of resources and technology to deliver those resources. This is summarised by the BFI’s Mark 
Reid as the ‘provider determined vs. user determined’ dilemma with a pressing need for the user 
determined approach to hold sway. The role for a greater awareness and acknowledgement of 
cineliteracy in a user determined approach should not be ignored. By earlier and more effective 
consultation of education audiences (user determined), the supply side of the documentary sector 
can better tailor bridging materials to enhance their content when deployed in education. The 
success of companies foregrounding learning such as ClickView, allowing their service to be driven 
by those delivering learning, is emblematic of an effective user determined approach. 
 
History and context 
ClickView was founded in 2002 by education publisher Matthew Sandblom, and software 
engineer Evan Clark. The company is Australian owned and employs over 70 people worldwide 
with offices in Australia, New Zealand, Canada and the UK. One of their first products for 
education audiences was 24-hour digital recording of TV broadcasts under the auspices of the 
Screenrights licence. ClickView was able to offer this service as a ‘resource centre’ under the 
licence, similar to the well-known resource centre (and Screenrights subsidiary) EnhanceTV. In 
addition to licensing educational institutions to copy from television and radio, ‘Screenrights also 
licenses a number of resource centres to copy programs for schools, TAFEs and universities with a 
Screenrights licence (Screenrights 2013). Sanchez (quoted in Bailey 2012) argued this first foray 
into education provided a key learning around educators tight ‘budgets’ of available time to engage 
with resources in the attention economy:  
The obvious thing would have been to just let teachers pick the programs they want and arrange to 
record them in advance...But they knew teachers are busy people and that that’s not always going to 
happen. They figured if you record everything, you never miss anything and we make sure you can 
search for it later.    
Reiterating   the   user   determined   approach,   Sanchez’s   teacher characterisation both 
supports the attention economy theme of this research while underlining that an abundance of 
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content does not come with corresponding time for educators to navigate this content. As argued, 
trusted curators are needed. And while the international case studies above examined distributors, 
film festivals and foundations ClickView by nature of their widespread integration into education, 
ClickView may also claim this trusted curator brand. 
This trusted brand status was established as ClickView’s early-to-market digital service gave 
the company a valuable hold in the digital infrastructure of schools through Learning Management 
System’s (LMS) such as Moodle and Blackboard. The authors existing industry knowledge granted 
the understanding, that once ClickView was integrated into schools alongside the server hardware 
required for off-air recordings and the software to access and stream content, the progression to 
selling additional hardware, software and content offerings was logical. This approach echoes the 
inclusive hardware/software/content ‘walled garden’ ecosystem of tech heavyweights such as Apple. 
However, the future success of ClickView cannot rest solely on being the incumbent provider. 
Future services need to align with the expectations of educators. In this aspect, ClickView has 
succeeded to date. The company’s steady growth amongst educational institutions in Australia over 
the last 10 years is testament to user determined consultation and feedback informed iterations of 
service. As the Librarians Are Go (2011) blog post suggests, ‘We have had ClickView in the school 
for the last 4 or 5 years and it has had an enthusiastic take up from both staff and students. It is one 
of the few technological introductions that didn't need any training. Teachers took to it instantly’. 
Early in 2014, ClickView mirrored the evolution of several global digital distributors of 
content such as Netflix and Amazon in moving from content distribution into content production 
and distribution. That year ClickView acquired Video Education Australasia’s (VEA) production 
department and created ClickView Digital Productions with a focus on producing curriculum 
relevant educational videos for Australian secondary schools. By building capacity for content 
creation as well as distribution and arguably exhibition (via ClickView software and proprietary 
media player), this move echoes the historical vertical integration of major U.S film studios albeit 
without the 1948 anti-competitive ruling delivered by the U.S Supreme Court. This research does 
not suggest ClickView’s move into content production is either anti-competitive or in any way 
approaching the scale of the U.S studio system. But the fact remains ClickView’s acquisition of 
VEA’s production department and the ensuing creation of ClickView Digital Productions is an 
ancillary market development with clear historical precedent in media distribution. 
The hub of ClickView’s distribution to the education market is the ClickView Library 
server. This is a digital video management platform incorporating a school’s existing video library 
alongside audio, photo and standard resource file formats. This allows schools to ‘store, catalogue, 
consolidate, edit and publish audio and visual content into a customised folder structure across 
your school network’ (ClickView 2014). In addition to the ClickView server physically housed 
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within a school, the cloud-based ClickView Online platform extends the reach of resources 
beyond the school’s local network and can be accessed from a home computer or mobile device. 
Through this platform, administrators can set up whole class access and manage online accounts 
for teachers and students as well as share or embed videos into multiple areas. ClickView Online 
also allows access to the Media Store through which educators can purchase additional content. 
The Media Store and attached content partners offer the clearest distribution pathway for 
documentary content to be licenced through to the education market via ClickView. 
 
Digital Content 
 
Content distribution, including the licencing of documentary content, offers ClickView an 
ongoing revenue stream outside of the supply and maintenance costs of the server hardware and 
proprietary software. As ClickView (2014) stated, ‘A great media delivery platform is nothing 
without quality content’. ClickView approaches content supply and distribution in three key areas. 
Subject related video libraries, the ClickView Media Store and ClickView Exchange: 
 
• Subject related Digital Video Libraries purchased as large single collections ranging 
from 500 to 300 titles. 
In addition to being curriculum linked, these video libraries feature subtitles and 
chapterisation for easier educator access. Promoted by ClickView as affordable, quality content, 
these libraries are purchased on an annual subscription basis calculated on student numbers. 
ClickView (2014) positioned this offering as ‘a real cost effective alternative to DVDs’ although 
educators will undoubtedly weigh the benefits of recurring subscription costs for licencing digital 
content versus the widely perceived ‘one-off cost’ of physical media DVD acquisition as outlined in 
Chapter One. Other considerations around single user, non-concurrent DVD access vs. multiple 
user concurrent digital access must also be balanced by educators when considering these services. 
These considerations are expressed in balancing simultaneous, school-wide access through digital 
streaming against a single DVD copy held on course reserve in a library, only accessible by one 
student at a time. 
 
• ClickView Media Store hosts over 4000 titles that can either be licenced for a period 
of time or purchased outright to top up the video libraries. 
 
Promoted as a means to purchase additional content for the ClickView libraries, the Media 
Store partners with a variety of Australian and international distributors, broadcasters and content 
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suppliers. Similar to the video libraries, these videos are curriculum mapped and grouped by 
subject area. 
 
• ClickView Exchange which allows schools throughout Australia who possess both a 
Screenrights licence and the ClickView service to share and access off-air recorded content 
free of charge. 
The ClickView Exchange operates similarly to EnhanceTV Direct in providing a streaming 
service of recent and catalogued off-air recorded content to schools through the provisions of the 
Screenrights licence. ClickView technology may also enable schools to narrowcast and possibly 
monetise their own events via ClickView live as Sanchez (quoted in Bailey 2012) suggested: 
 In talking to some of the really progressive schools, we realised that things like the rugby final, the 
school play – not every parent can make it, but we bet most of them would watch it through their tablet 
or whatever if they could...some of our UK customer schools are even talking about a pay-per-view 
model for live-streamed events.  
ClickView’s consideration and enthusiasm of these creative applications of existing 
technology exemplify the company’s innovative approach and response to education audience 
demand. 
ClickView educator outreach 
 
Boldly claiming the ‘largest content offering in Australia with over 30,000 curriculum-based 
titles from the world's leading content producers’, ClickView is undeniably a significant player in 
the digital distribution of documentary to education.  Aiding their user determined approach, 
ClickView recruits ‘its sales staff from the ranks of teachers and librarians – people who actually 
know what’s going on in schools’ (Bailey 2012). The following testimonial from Nagle Catholic 
School (2012) highlights the user-friendly, self- paced and concurrent digital access features of the 
service: 
Our students have had a very positive response to ClickView.  Visual format is second nature to students so they 
have taken very easily to ClickView. The biggest benefit is the ability of the students to work at their own pace 
and they are now able to manage the whole visual process themselves. (i.e. if they have missed something they 
can go back over the chapters or if they need to stop the video and make notes they can do so without 
disrupting the class). One of the main advantages of ClickView is that it is user-friendly. Use of ClickView has meant that 
videos are readily available in a multiple of locations meaning a larger number of teachers/students are able to access 
the videos. Staff do not have to physically search the video collection. There is also space saving advantages because 
there is no need to store as many DVDs/Videos. 
Another ClickView innovation drawing on the depth of their catalogue is Albert, software 
created as ‘ClickView’s Curriculum Specialist’. Through Albert, educators are able to directly 
input Australian curriculum codes to search for videos across the three main content areas: 
ClickView’s digital Video Libraries, Media Store and the ClickView Digital Exchange. In addition 
to specific curriculum codes, Albert can also search by subject area and strands. By seeking to 
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enhance categorisation of their large volume of content, ClickView directly addresses the digital 
abundance of content identified in this research, and echoes the recommendation algorithms of 
major content distributors such as Netflix, ‘the more you use Albert the more Albert learns about 
you, and in time Albert will surprise you with some exciting relevant content for your students’ 
(ClickView 2014). A recommendation engine which also functions as a curriculum specialist may 
be a welcome offering to educators. However, questions of which content amongst the potential 
options of free (ClickView Exchange), already purchased (ClickView Media Libraries), and 
purchasable (ClickView Media Store), Albert may choose to recommend is unknown, albeit 
relevant to the market framing of this research. 
In terms of educator outreach statements from school IT professionals charged with 
implementing ClickView offer a valuable insight into administrator assumptions around content 
availability, access and price: 
The selection is good, I found a lot of the old VHS tapes we’ve got are already loaded onto ClickView 
for us. They offer a set of extra free videos every term as well as an online store with more. The extra videos 
however are priced at around $90 - $120 each, about 3-4 x more than the cost of a DVD. On top of this, 
they’re always trying to up sell us to their extra services, such as a TV recorder, live streaming and the ability for 
kids to view videos from home. (Duck’s Tech Blog 2010) 
However, these misgivings around ClickView digital pricing compared to DVD pricing give 
way when further ClickView training alerts the school to the wide variety of content available via 
the Screenrights licence 
We had a trainer come out from ClickView to teach us how to use the ClickView Exchange (it’s really 
easy), there’s thousands of videos on there on pretty much any topic and it’s all videos that are uploaded 
from teachers at other schools off Free to Air TV (seriously, there’s a video on *anything* there). The 
ClickView exchange pretty well moots the point I’ve made above. (Duck’s Tech Blog 2010) 
This favourable response to the features of the ClickView Exchange may encourage 
educators to both retain other aspects of the ClickView service and invest in additional content 
through the Media Store. In response to misgivings voiced on the blog about the 2010 pricing of 
ClickView, Richard Vance cites the advantage of the ClickView Exchange service, arguing the 
previous model of school taping and preparing off-air broadcast content was both onerous and 
time consuming, ‘With regards to the costs, consider the cost of this product compared to the cost 
of staff employment or the hours to record video and add copyright stamps, and then catalogue it 
properly for staff/student access’ (ibid). 
Unlike comparable Australian based digital video providers such as Kanopy, ClickView 
does not appear to work with individual rights-holders on a film by film basis. However, they do 
engage with a broad range of content partners ranging from international broadcasters such as 
Channel 4 to local feature film and documentary distributor, Titan View. 
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Figure 11: ClickView Media Store (ClickView 2014) 
 
 
ClickView do host a ‘call for content’ online form as part of their content partner’s page 
and are ‘always looking for new content providers to complement [their] already extensive 
collection of libraries’ (ClickView 2014). In 2014, major Australian educational distributor, 
Marcom, moved the entirety of their digital catalogue offering to ClickView adding an additional 
1200 titles to ClickView’s content pool. Certainly ClickView is a leading provider of video 
hardware, software and video content to the Australian secondary education sector. They 
represent an organisation with both significant reach and market share in hardware, software and 
content supply to Australian secondary schools. Arguably, they are the ‘Apple’ of the education 
market. To what degree the documentary sector may benefit from ClickView’s continued 
expansion is unclear at best. Having a single source of hardware, software and audiovisual content 
supply may appeal to some educators on an efficiency and cost basis. But without diversity of 
content, and diversity of those that create and distribute that content, a winnowing of documentary 
diversity will occur to the detriment of the documentary sector and to the cineliterate outcomes of 
education audiences. Ultimately, the future impacts on the documentary production and 
distribution sectors of ClickView’s digital extension into schools are both unclear and deserving of 
future research. 
 
Australian Case Study conclusion 
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This chapter has studied a broad range of cases operating within the Australian education 
market for screen content. These include professional associations and documentary specific 
foundations (ATOM and DAF), social enterprise foundations (Campfire Film Foundation) and 
commercial entities (ClickView). Collectively these cases are linked by the core concerns of this 
research – significant (or exclusive) documentary focus, an engagement with education as a market 
for documentary, emerging digital extension strategies, an awareness of cineliteracy affordances 
and the role of curation in meeting the needs of the education sector. 
The international case studies in Chapters Five and Six allowed for multiple best practice 
observations to be made with relevance to the Australian context. These include the identification 
of multiplier effects from early organisational commitment to education. In this multiplier 
scenario, education audiences respond to initial efforts, which in turn encourages an expansion of 
education outreach programs which in turn deepens a festival’s commitment and ongoing 
relationship with education audiences. In the cases of ATOM, DAF and Campfire, the need to 
harness strong community involvement with organisational public programs, physical space and 
overall brand was highlighted. This chapter also addressed the need for close curation of content 
across the cases studied as an approach to address the content abundance issues identified in this 
research. As the ATOM and DAF case studies above demonstrate, cineliterate bridging materials 
can play a key role in this area. As outlined throughout this research, these bridging materials are 
crucial for allowing engagement with cineliteracy and helping teachers curate their teaching 
resources from already previously curated documentary content. 
Across the cases in this chapter runs the need for education audiences to be considered and 
consulted earlier than they currently are in the development of resources, including re the 
technology for delivering those resources. This is summarised by the BFI’s Mark Reid as the 
‘provider determined vs. user determined’ dilemma, with a pressing need for the user determined 
approach to hold sway. Finally, this chapter addressed the identified need in this research for the 
distribution sector to be cognisant of the budgetary pressures of the education sector. As discussed 
in the cases above, the education market ‘pie’ cannot be grown for the production and distribution 
sector if schools broadly, and educators specifically, feel documentary access is being priced 
unreasonably across distribution channels. 
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Conclusion 
 
In order to marshal this research to a clear sighted conclusion, first it is necessary to return 
to the research question which has driven this inquiry; 
 
At a time of digitally mediated content abundance, how can an expanded 
acknowledgment of cineliteracy within the education market for screen content 
contribute to sustainability of the Australian documentary sector through improved 
distribution and educational outreach practices? 
 
The notion of an ‘education market’ in the question above has informed this research from 
the start and remains embedded throughout the thesis. It is clear there is an increasingly definable 
and measurable sense of the education market for documentary content; indeed, one that 
encompasses all screen educational content. However, how best to contribute to the ‘sustainability 
of the Australian documentary sector through improved distribution and educational outreach 
practices, as well as how best to measure that sustainability, currently remains a complex question 
defying directive recommendations. 
Therefore, it is useful to clarify what I have, and have not, been able to arrive at from the 
international case study observations and what relevance they may have for the Australian context. 
I have not arrived at an unambiguous set of recommendations for the production and distribution 
sector to be able to increase revenue, and in turn the sectors sustainability, through the education 
market for screen content’s greater acknowledgement of cineliteracy. Many of the issues addressed 
in this thesis concern the complexity and fragmentation of the education market. This complexity 
intersects both with the exponential rise in availability of all types of digital content alongside the 
still “live” copyright and access questions yet to be resolved in the Australian context as addressed 
in Chapter Four. I have been able to produce in this research is a series of best practice 
observations which Australian stakeholders in both documentary and the education may consider, 
and apply, to their own practice in what remains a complex, and still under researched, area of 
distribution screen studies. These best practice observations focus around the consideration of 
cineliteracy “bridging materials”, content length and chapterisation, the digital extension of national 
audiovisual archives into education and the balance around “provider determined vs. user 
determined” audiovisual content in an education market.  
Further to these observations, and despite the challenges of reaching such a diverse, 
institutionalised audience, greater efforts to collect, engage and respond to education audience 
needs should be undertaken by the production and distribution sectors. There is a logical role here 
for collaboration with trusted and established screen organisations such as ATOM, the Screen 
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Futures conference or the NFSA. As argued throughout this thesis, this audience consideration 
should occur not only through engaging content, but through bridging materials enabling 
cineliteracy and documentary to connect and increase the pedagogical, and in turn, commercial 
value of those documentaries. 
 
Further to these best practice observations this research has also produced a more nuanced 
understanding of the various stakeholders engaged in the market for screen content. For a market 
to exist there must be buyers - the educator and librarian stakeholders first identified at the outset 
of this research alongside that of Distributor/Seller and Student/Audience. Aligning with 
supply/demand market dynamics, these stakeholder groups were extracted from the ‘diverse set of 
actors’ forming the challenging commercial environment and complex cultural space of education. 
However, a market will not thrive unless buyers are either consumers themselves, or effectively 
connecting with consumers. While buyers (teachers/librarians) undeniably are connecting with 
consumers (students/audience), the intent of distributors (sellers) alongside the needs of students 
may be getting lost along the way. Can those who deploy documentary at a classroom level 
(teachers/librarians) improve their collection and communication of audience (students) concerns 
to the distribution sector and in doing so; facilitate the user determined strategies identified in this 
research? 
One way to approach this question may be to foster more direct contact between 
documentary filmmakers and student education audiences. This ‘cutting out of the middleman’ 
may either be the documentary maker bypassing the distributor, or indeed bypassing the educator 
to deliver content to the student directly. Indeed, this approach would mirror the hybrid, ‘new 
world’ film distribution practices gaining ground in the past decade through champions such as 
Peter Broderick, Ted Hope and Jon Reiss. Examples of this direct distribution approach can 
already be seen through student-led access to large digital collections of screen content. These 
range from ad-supported platforms such as YouTube to subscription models such as Kanopy or 
ClickView. While the monetisation and market components of such an approach are unclear 
(students are highly unlikely to pay directly), there is much to be gained from the documentary 
sector having increased, direct communication with their education end users. The education 
audience responses garnered through such direct distribution would go some way towards 
addressing the audience concerns identified above and in doing so, indirectly aid documentary 
sector sustainability through improved connections with education audiences. To summarise this 
observation in the research - if supply side documentary distribution to education is to be 
improved, a sustained focus on better understanding the teachers, librarians and most crucially, 
student, demand as audiences for documentary, must be undertaken. A deliberate documentary 
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sector re-conceptualisation of education as an audience first and market second, would be one 
approach. Once education is conceptualised as an audience, sharing the same demands of quality, 
engagement, character and narrative of any other screen audience, improved practice around how 
documentary is distributed to that audience will follow. 
 
Duncan Imberger, a producer embedded in the Australian education market for screen 
content, outlines a clear need for this audience focus. Improved consideration of an Australian 
education market requires the production and distribution sectors to, ‘better understand their 
needs, better understand what types of content are most useful in the rapidly changing learning 
landscape, and to ensure that the way we’re designing content has real pedagogical value’ (Imberger 
2015). The audience appreciation efforts Imberger points to demands new investments in training, 
research and investment from the Australian screen production and distribution sector. These 
efforts should be considered as a coordinated and collaborative approach between the production 
and distribution sector, screen culture organisations such as ACMI, federal screen funding agencies 
such as Screen Australia and specialist screen and documentary organisations currently active in 
education such as the Australian Teacher of Media and the Documentary Australia Foundation.   
 
 Buckingham (2013) also reminded us that this focus on educators as an audience, indeed 
as individual consumers, is part of a globalised trend within the supply of content to education, 
In a mixed economy, state and public institutions are perhaps bound to function as a kind of market. 
However, the traditional pattern of market regulation in education has changed, and there has been an 
alignment between the education market and the wider consumer market. In this new dispensation, teachers 
have become individual consumers, and can no longer rely on the bargaining power – and, to some extent, the 
expertise – of local education authorities. 
 
A way forward for the production and distribution sector, especially those wishing to 
digitally extend their content to an education market is to reconsider their outreach strategies to 
engage not only with teacher and librarian needs, but also with students as end consumers. As in 
any well-considered distribution effort, this begins with identifying the core audience and 
determining the most effective way to reach them. This audience focus is exemplified by Richard 
Leigh (2012) at Campfire, who in his Audience is King blog post, argues, 
At Campfire, we are obsessed with understanding one particular audience: students in schools, and the teachers 
who teach them. As a not-for-profit, it is our mission to serve them, and it is they who fund us. As a filmmaker, it’s 
an exciting time to be involved in education, because film is becoming one of THE most important languages 
for engaging, inspiring and challenging. Our audience is students. But we’re promoting ourselves to teachers, 
because it’s teachers who guide the class. 
Further to this, the BFI’s Mark Reid reinforces the need to draw focus directly to 
educators:  
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Always training teachers. That’s the most important work, because they are the most powerful people in 
education in a local setting. A teacher in front of 30 children is incredibly powerful and being able to 
influence how they think about the media they are entitled to think about, I think that’s the most 
important work to be done (Reid 2014).  
The BFI’s efforts to foster receptive, hungry, critical, creative and culturally aware teacher 
and student audiences remain a key set of observations with relevance to the Australian cases in 
Chapter Seven. 
As evidenced throughout this research, the education market, and in turn education 
audiences, are highly nuanced and more complex than the conventional entertainment market for 
screen content. By the distribution sector engaging education audiences in a sustained manner, not 
only are the ‘provider determined’ fears identified by Mark Reid at the BFI allayed, but ‘user 
determined’ engagement allows for supply side cineliteracy efforts to be well informed, relevant 
and useful. Any efforts from the distribution sector to consider how their documentary content can 
better afford cineliteracy outcomes will be welcomed by education audiences. These efforts speak 
directly to the ‘improved distribution and educational outreach practices’ the research question 
prompts. 
Furthermore, ‘acknowledgment of cineliteracy within the education market for screen 
content’ must be informed by determined, ongoing, and most importantly user determined 
audience engagement. This is not an easy task, but as Richard Leigh and Campfire demonstrate, 
some in the sector are attempting to rise to the challenge. As Duncan Imberger argued recently at 
the Australian International Documentary Forum’s (AIDC 2014) re-imagined NET-WORK-
PLAY conference:  
There’s a need for sophisticated content. We need some new thinking about educational content. 
There’s a genuine role for filmmakers here. But the online content stuff can’t simply be an afterthought. 
We can’t do it alone. We need to form relationships with the end users, teachers and students (cited in 
Poole 2015). 
Uncertainty abounds when considering the complexity of education audiences for screen 
content. However, the continued, rapid rise of digital technologies is one certainty. The pace of 
change afforded by digital production and distribution is swift and unrelenting. Change can, and 
will, occur swiftly in the context of digital disintermediation. Existing intermediaries in this 
research, whether commercial or not-for-profit, may find their positions suddenly tenuous as a 
result of commercial imperative or sudden shifts in funding. The unknown impacts of digital, 
either as perceived threat or perceived opportunity, await all the stakeholders identified in this 
research. Care should be taken that the vital relationship building, audience understanding and 
trusted status of many in this research is not squandered in the relentless move towards online 
delivery and access. These are significant challenges and as outlined, few certainties exist. One 
certainty this research can afford is that, even within a digitally mediated abundance of competing 
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content forms, there exists now, and into the future, a profound need for documentary storytelling. 
This need exists in many audiences, but has always been strongly felt in education and will 
continue into the future. This need can, and should, be better met. 
The positive outcome of quality documentary flowing into education, alongside a 
reasonable return for that use, has been the focus of this research. Nevertheless, this thesis 
represents only one movement through that course. This work could not have occurred without 
the author’s industry practice and research interests meeting in this fascinating yet under-
researched area. Future research will no doubt build on, and take as a point of departure, some of 
the scaffolding this research has sought to construct. The shape of that research will be manifold 
given the challenges ahead, but one thing remains certain: by  engaging  with  the  complexity  of  
education audiences, there is much to reward the efforts of researchers, the production  and  
distribution  sector, education stakeholders and the many organisations who recognise the  unique  
value of  educational engagement  with  documentary  film. 
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